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ABSTRACT
Effective leadership has been cited as essential for creating and sustaining
effective schools. Selecting, assigning, and retaining such leaders is a difficult task at
best. Characteristics and/or skills deemed essential for effective leaders have been
identified by researchers; however, many of our schools continue to produce results that
are less than desirable. In addition, leaders who may be effective in one setting may not
be in another. Research indicates organizational/school culture may be a contributing
factor to the success of these leaders. Moreover, research indicates culture may have an
impact on the characteristics perceived as effective/ineffective leadership attributes
within these organizations. This study builds upon the research conducted by the Global
Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE) organization and was
designed to determine if a relationship exists between the organizational culture of
schools and the perceptions of what constitutes effective leadership. The results obtained
were similar to those obtained in the GLOBE study and indicated variance existed
between the groups’ perceptions of effective leadership with the exception of charismatic
leadership, which was universally endorsed by the participants. This was significant
because the GLOBE Leadership scales used in this study had previously been used only
with business leaders. These findings indicate the GLOBE leadership scales may provide
relevant information for educational leaders as well as for those in the business world.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
In 1998, Michael Fullan wrote, “The job of the principal or any educational leader
has become increasingly complex and constrained…. To be successful, future leaders of
the school, district, or other levels will require very different characteristics than those
expected of leaders in the last decade” (p.162). More than a decade later, the jobs of
principals and educational leaders are more demanding than ever before. Governmentrequired accountability, market-based accountability, global competitiveness, increased
diversity of schools, and failure to meet the needs of all students (as indicated by the
achievement gap between the performance of minority and non-minority students) are all
concerns that leaders of today must face on a daily basis (Harris & Herrington, 2006).
In the book, Selecting School Leaders: Guidelines for Making Tough Decisions,
Carothers wrote the position of America in the “world market-place is now highly
dependent on the quality of education in our schools” (Holland, 2006, p. vii). A review
of federal legislation indicates that education has been viewed as essential to the
American success for many years, beginning (formally) in 1958 with the enactment of the
National Defense Education Act (NDEA) (U.S.Department of Education, 2007).
Educators and legislators are constantly working to identify ways to enhance the
performance of students in our country because they understand the need for American
students to be able to compete in a global society. Federal and state legislation such as
No Child Left Behind and the South Carolina Education Accountability Act of 1998 were
enacted in an effort to meet this need. Choice options, vouchers, and tuition tax credits
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have been implemented as strategies for improving student achievement. School reform
efforts such as the “turn around schools” concept is another example of an approach used
in hopes of improving student achievement across the United States. In South Carolina,
Palmetto Priority Schools are based on a similar concept. In spite of all that is being
attempted legislatively, the academic performance of students in our country continues to
lag in comparison to other countries, especially in the area of mathematics (PISA Report,
U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
Although there is little agreement about the best approach to improving student
achievement, research indicates that effective leadership is a key component to ensuring
student success (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, Wahlstrom, 2004, The Wallace
Foundation, 2007). Research has been conducted on the traits, skills, characteristics of
effective leaders for many years; however, possession of these attributes do not guarantee
success in all circumstances. In fact, there are instances when a leader may be very
successful in one situation but fail miserably in another. Hallinger and Leithwood
(1996), concluded culture has a significant impact on educational administration in terms
of the “desired outcomes for schools” as well as “the interactions that occur between the
leader and followers” (p.11). In addition, Hallinger and Leithwood (1996) concluded that
the “cultural context in which the administrator works” has significant influence on what
this leader does (p.11). If this is true, a understanding of culture is critical in the
preparation, selection, and assignment of school leaders. My research will explore the
relationship between organizational culture and educational leadership to determine if
cultural perceptions of effective leadership differ among culturally diverse schools.
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Background Information
According to Winter and Mortengal (2002), finding “qualified candidates” to
lead our school may be a problem because of the shrinking pool of qualified candidates
from which leaders may be chosen; however, other research indicates this contention may
not be entirely accurate. A policy brief commissioned by the Wallace Foundation,
Beyond the Pipeline: Getting the Principals We Need, Where They Are Needed the Most
(2003), provides a summary of research from RAND Education, the Center on
Reinventing Public Education at the University of Washington, and a research team at the
University of Albany (SUNY) concerning school administrators. This study found there
was not a shortage of potential school administrators nationally; however, there were
some shortages of (or at least some difficulty recruiting) qualified candidates in some
regions, especially those with the most high-poverty schools. In 2008-2009, The Schools
and Staffing Survey (SASS) reported similar results. In addition, the research indicated
that the administrative pool was stable, with 80 percent of administrators remaining in
their respective schools during the time of the study and only 12 percent leaving the
principalship. Recruiting enough qualified administrators in certain regions of the
country was once again noted as a concern, just as it was in the research from the Wallace
Foundation (2003).
Additional information obtained from the research commissioned by the Wallace
Foundation and SASS indicates the average age of administrators may be another area of
concern. The “principalship is an aging profession” (Wallace Foundation, 2003, p. 6).
The research reviewed indicated the average age of administrators had increased, which
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means the average administrator is older than was the case in previous eras. This
becomes even more of a problem because of the tendency of many districts to hire older,
experienced people for new principal positions in response to increasing state and federal
mandates. Having a greater percentage of the principal pool at retirement age could lead
to a shortage in future years if qualified candidates are not recruited as replacements. This
challenge and the other concerns noted above make the task of selecting and assigning
school leaders a difficult task at best.
Recent research has drawn attention to the importance of strong leadership for
district and school improvement, particularly to turn around low-performing districts and
schools (Sanders and Simpson, 2005). “After more than 20 years of concerted but
disappointing reform efforts, states and districts are gradually coming to recognize that it
takes skilled leaders to orchestrate the changes needed to support better learning for every
child” (Wallace Foundation 2003: p.11). In our efforts to help our school improve, it is
imperative that we match the right leaders to the right schools. In his book Good to
Great, Jim Collins (2001) discusses getting the right people “on the bus in the right seats”
as essential to helping an organization improve to greatness. Finding the “right” leader
should be a top priority in ensuring our schools are successful.
Many factors contribute to the effectiveness of a principal. School culture is one
factor believed to affect the principalship. According to Dimmock and Walker (2000),
“Culture constitutes the context in which school leadership is exercised, thereby exerting
a considerable influence on how and why school leaders think and act as they do.
Leadership studies which ignore or minimise the cultural context risk constructing only
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partial understandings of how leadership in different settings is played out” (p. 21).
Schein (2004) concludes, “Cultural understanding is desirable for all of us, but it is
essential to leaders if they are to lead” (p. 23).
The Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE)
Project explores the impact of organizational and societal culture on leadership
effectiveness. One phase of this research resulted in the identification of universally
endorsed leadership attributes/characteristics that were categorized as leadership styles or
Cultural Leadership Dimensions (CLTs). Using data derived from the respondents’
perceptions of effective leadership, six CLTs were identified and linked to specific
cultural groups. The present research project will expand the cross-cultural research
conducted by GLOBE from the business context to the educational arena in an effort to
provide additional information concerning the impact of culture on leadership
effectiveness in schools.

Problem Statement
Effective leaders are needed in our schools. A common theme found in much of
the research on effective schools and school reform emphasizes the importance of
understanding and managing school culture or climate (Barth, Dufour et al., 2005).
Research has been conducted to identify effective leadership behaviors deemed essential
for principals who want to lead their schools to success. However, there remains a need
to understand why leaders who possess such skills might be successful in one setting but
fail in another. My research proposes that organizational culture and leadership
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perceptions may be contributing factors to this dilemma. Additional research is needed to
better understand the relationship between organizational/school culture and leadership
effectiveness as perceived by educators.

Purpose of the Study
Research from the GLOBE Project indicates that a relationship exists between
organizational and societal culture and the leadership attributes/behaviors perceived to
contribute to or inhibit effective leadership. Further, these attributes/behaviors have been
linked to specific cultures. Schein (2004) defines organizational culture as the
values/beliefs that distinguish individuals within the same culture. The purpose of this
research is to examine the relationship between organizational/ethnic culture of schools
and educators’ perceptions of effective/ineffective leadership attributes/behaviors in
culturally diverse schools in South Carolina. The independent variables are
organizational or ethnic culture, as determined by the demographic makeup of a school’s
student population, and the dependent variable is the perceptions of effective leadership
as defined by the cultural leadership dimensions from GLOBE.

Research Questions
1. Is there a relationship between organizational culture, as determined by the
dominant ethnicity of students, and perceptions of what constitutes effective
leadership?
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2. Do the behaviors perceived as contributing to or inhibiting effective
leadership vary in culturally diverse schools?

Theoretical Framework and Perspectives
The GLOBE Project is a cross-cultural, multi-phase research project that uses the
concepts of Implicit Leadership Theory and culture to explore the perception of effective
leadership behaviors across business cultures around the world. Middle managers from
three industries: food processing, financial services, and telecommunication services
were surveyed to determine their perceptions of leadership. The research was conducted
in multiple phases in which surveys were created and data collected to gather information
concerning organizational and societal cultural perceptions of cultural groups in 62
countries.
A major theoretical premise for the GLOBE study combined the concepts of
Implicit Leadership Theory with three other theories: Value/Belief Leadership Theory,
Implicit Motivation Theory, and Structural Contingency Theory to create a new model
called the Integrated Leadership Theory. This new theory, The Integrated Leadership
Model, is based on the principle that culture and leadership affect each other (House,
Hanges, Javidan et al., 2004).
One phase of the GLOBE research involved the identification of leadership
attributes/behaviors that were “culturally contingent.” These cultural leadership
attributes were classified into six cultural leadership dimensions (CLTs). These
dimensions were Charismatic/Value-Based leadership, Team Oriented leadership,
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Participative leadership, Humane Oriented leadership, Autonomous leadership, and SelfProtective leadership. Charismatic/Value-Based leadership was determined to be
universally endorsed as contributing to effective leadership across the various cultures
that were included in the study.
The theoretical premise of the present study expands on some of the research
conducted by GLOBE and is based on two theories: Culture Theory and Implicit
Leadership Theory. Culture theory will encompass the exploration of organizational and
ethnic culture as well as Charismatic and Transformational Leadership. The various
aspects of culture will be examined using perceptual information gathered from
respondents.
The GLOBE research was completed in the business arena and provides in-depth
information that has been validated by research about the types of leadership attributes
and/or behaviors that are thought to contribute to or inhibit leadership effectiveness
across multiple cultures. This information was compiled to help business leaders
effectively lead culturally diverse organizations across the world. The present research
explores how the information from the GLOBE study may assist educational leaders to
understand the relationship between organizational culture and the perceptions of
leadership effectiveness.

Definition of Terms
1.

Cultural dimensions: a concept that is depicted graphically as a continuum
that allows us to measure and talk about culture (Grove, 2005).
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2.

Culturally-endorsed leadership theory dimensions (CLTs): six universally
shared conceptions of leadership as identified by the GLOBE Project.

3.

GLOBE: Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness
Project

4.

Implicit Leadership Theory: personal assumptions about the traits and
abilities that characterize an ideal business leader (Martin and Epitropaki,
2001).

5.

Organizational cultures: distinguish different organizations within the
same country or countries (Hofstede, 2002).

6.

Special Language School: schools in which the mission is to educate
students about traditions/culture from other countries.

Summary
Today’s educational leaders face many challenges, such as diverse populations
and accountability measures, as they strive to provide all students with a quality
education. Research indicates that culture may be a factor contributing to the
effectiveness of an organization and its leader; therefore, an understanding of the contexts
in which education occurs is essential. This research will explore organizational culture
as it relates to culturally diverse schools and the perceptions of educators within them
concerning the characteristics of effective leadership.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
In 1974, Stogdill completed a review of leadership research and concluded the
number of definitions for leadership are as great as the number of people who have tried
to define it (Yukl, 2002, Northouse, 2004, ). These definitions usually are based on the
“individual perspectives and the aspects of the phenomenon of most interest to them”
(Yukl, 2002, p. 2). Theorists from the Traits (Stogdill, 1974), Skills (Mumford, Zaccaro,
Harding, et al., 2000) and Style (Blake and Mouton, 1991) theories define leadership in
terms of characteristics, behaviors, and knowledge the leader possesses (Northouse,
2004; Marion, 2002). Theorists from the situational (Blanchard, Zigarmi, Zigarmi,
1985), contingency (Fielder and Chemers, 1974), and transformational (Burns, 1985)
groups define leadership in terms of what the leader does (Northouse, 2004; Marion,
2002). Northouse (2004) concluded, however, that four key factors seem to be common
among all of the many leadership definitions. Yukl (2002) reached a similar conclusion.
These commonalities are that leadership is a process that occurs between the leaders and
followers, that it occurs within a group, that influence occurs, and that the group is
working to attain a goal. Specifically, the definition provided by Northouse (2004) is:
“Leadership is a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to
achieve a goal.” (Northouse, 2004, p. 3).
The GLOBE definition of leadership follows the basic premise of the Northouse
definition with several added components. The GLOBE definition of leadership is “the
ability of an individual to influence, motivate, and enable others to contribute toward the
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effectiveness and success of the organizations of which they are members” (House,
Hanges et al., 2004, p. 15). In this definition, the key concepts are influencing,
motivating, and enabling members of a group so that the organization can be successful
and effective. So, what makes a leader effective in such an organization? What are the
characteristics of such a leader? Are the determinants that make leaders successful in one
culture the same in another? The GLOBE research was based upon the hypothesis that
the mental models or “ideas about the nature of leaders and leadership” (House, Hanges,
et al., 2004, p.670) determine beliefs concerning leadership, or perceptions of what
leaders should be, which vary across cultures. Although the GLOBE research was
conducted in the business arena, it is more broadly applicable to a wide range of
leadership contexts, including educational organizations. The purposes of my research
are (1) to study educators’ perceptions of effective/ineffective leadership
attributes/behaviors in culturally diverse public and private schools and (2) to determine
if these perceptions are culturally contingent. In this chapter, I will present relevant
literature concerning culture theory as well as organizational and ethnic culture,
perceptions of leadership (implicit leadership), and the GLOBE research concepts of
culturally endorsed leadership behavior/attributes.

Culture Theory
The term “culture” has often been used interchangeably with terms such as
“atmosphere”, “feeling”, “tone” or “climate” (Owens, 1981, p. 190). Kilman, Saxton,
and Serpa (as cited by Lindal, 2006) propose: “Culture is to the organization what
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personality is to the individual--a hidden, yet unifying theme that provides meaning
direction, and mobilization” ( p. 3). However, Andrew Halpin (1963) has been quoted as
saying, “Personality is to the individual what climate is to the organization” (Owens,
1981; Smey-Richaman and Barkley, 1990). Gruenert (2008) describes the culture of the
organization as its personality and the climate as its attitude. Although the terms
“climate” and “culture” are used indiscriminately in the leadership literature, most
researchers agree that the terms are not the same.
Denison (1996) completed a review of literature on organizational culture and
climate and noted differences between the two constructs in terms of such areas as
epistemology, theoretical foundations, and methodologies. He concluded that differences
in the terms might be due more to “differences in interpretation rather than differences in
phenomenon” (Denison, 1996, p. 645).
Lindal (2006) argues that Rousseau provides definitions that distinguish between
culture and climate (p. 3). Accordingly, climate is defined as “the descriptive beliefs and
perceptions individuals hold of the organization, while culture is defined as the shared
values, beliefs, and expectations that develop from social interactions within the
organization” ( Lindal, 2006, p. 3). Similarly Denison (1996) states:
Culture refers to the deep structure of organizations, which is rooted in the values,
beliefs, and assumptions held by organizational members…. Climate, in contrast,
portrays organizational environments as being rooted in the organization’s value
system, but tends to present these social environments in relatively static terms,
describing them in terms of a fixed set of dimensions (p. 624).
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Culture is “an abstraction” (Schein, 2004, p. 3), a construct used to explain/predict
behavior (Hofstede, 2002, p. 5). Schein (2004) defines culture “as a pattern of shared
basic assumptions that was learned by a group as it solved its problems of external
adaptation and internal integration and shared with new members” (p. 17). Schein (2004)
lists eleven categories used to describe culture, as listed below.


Observed behavioral regularities when people interact



Group norms



Espoused values



Formal philosophy



Rules of the game



Climate



Embedded skills



Habits of thinking, mental models, and linguistic paradigms



Shared meaning



Root metaphors



Formal rituals and celebrations
(Schein, 2004; Marion, 2002)

In the Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE)
Project, the researchers define culture as “shared motives, values, beliefs, identities, and
interpretations or meanings of significant events that result from common experiences of
members of collectives that are transmitted across generations” (House, Hanges, Javidan
et al., 2004, p. 15). Because GLOBE examined societal and organizational culture as
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well as leadership attributes, it also provided a definition for societal culture and
organizational culture. These definitions will be discussed in the following sections.

National Culture
Hofstede defines national culture as those aspects (values, beliefs) that distinguish
similar people, institutions and organizations in different countries, and organizations
within the same country (Hofstede, 2004). The GLOBE Project examines societal
(national) culture in 62 countries to determine modal values and modal practices as
measured by nine cultural dimensions. Grove (2005) notes, “This approach to
assessment of culture grows out of a psychological/behavioral tradition, in which it is
assumed that shared values are enacted in behaviors, policies, and practices.” Although
the GLOBE Project examines the relationship between culture at the national (societal)
and organizational levels, my research will focus exclusively on culture at the
organizational level.

Organizational Culture
Organizational culture is defined as the values/beliefs that differentiate
organizations within the same country and has been explored for many years. In 1963,
Getzels et al. were some of the first researchers to explore the concept of culture and
leadership in education with the creation of the Social System model (Marion, 2002;
Hallinger and Leithwood, 1996). In this model, Getzels explored the impact of various
culture levels within a system on “the thinking and behavior of leaders and other
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organizational participants” (Hallinger and Leithwood, 1996, p. 3). Marion (2002)
explained that Getzels’ model included three levels that could be used for identifying the
needs of the community or group in which the leader is working. Those levels are
community/cultural level (societal), group level, and individual level (Marion, 2002, p.
102).
Schein (2004) concluded that leaders’ influence on culture varies in different
situations. In new organizations, leaders are as critical to the organization as they are
responsible for creating the culture of the organization in the first place, and to leading
changes in the organizational culture should the need arise. Similarly, Yukl (2002) states,
“In a mature, relatively prosperous organization, culture influences leaders more than
leaders influence culture,” (p. 283). Dorfman (2004) states, however, “the extent to
which the meaning and enactment of leadership is culturally contingent is still relatively
unknown” (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 49).
One approach to leadership that evolved from Culture Theory and has garnered
much attention in business world as well as in educational circles is
Transformational/Charismatic Leadership. Although this concept originated in business
leadership, Northouse (2004) noted Lowe and Gardner’s (2001) analysis of articles from
Leadership Quarterly found “one third of the research was about
transformational/charismatic leadership” (p. 169). Transformational and Charismatic
Leadership are often used interchangeably, but are actually different concepts. Rowold
and Heinitz, 2007) note that there are similarities between the two. Both transformational
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and charismatic leaders are agents of change, foster performance beyond expectations,
and have strong emotional ties with their followers (Rowold and Heinitz, 2007, p.122)
However, there are differences among the two types of leadership as well.
James MacGregor Burns originally discussed Transformational Leadership in
1978 (Northouse, 2004), comparing it with Transactional Leadership. Transactional
Leadership “focuses on the exchanges that occur between leaders and their followers”
(Northouse, 2004, p.170). Transformational Leadership refers to the process whereby an
individual engages with others and creates a connection that raises the level of motivation
and morality in both the leader and follower (Northouse, 2004, p. 170). This type of
leadership is “concerned with the performance of the followers and also with developing
followers to their fullest potential” (Northouse, 2004, p. 174). Bass (1985) created a
model for transformational and transactional leadership that included seven factors; four
of which were for transformational leadership (Northouse, 2004, p.175). These four
factors, Idealized influence/Charisma, Inspirational/Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation,
and Individualized, are similar to some of those from the GLOBE study for
Charismatic/Value Based Leadership. These will be discussed in a later section.
The work of Max Weber led to the development of Charismatic leadership theory
(Yukl, 2002; Northouse, 2004). Weber described the charismatic leader as one whose
influence is a result of “followers’ perceptions that the leader is endowed with
exceptional qualities” (Yukl, p. 241). Northouse (2004) described the personal
characteristics of a Charismatic Leader as well as the specific types of behaviors
associated with such a leader. These characteristics include “being dominant, having a
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strong desire to influence others, being self-confident, and having a strong sense of one’s
own moral values (Northouse, 2004, p. 171). The behaviors of a Charismatic Leader, as
Northouse notes, include being a strong role model, appearing competent, articulating
ideological goals, and communicating high expectations (p. 172).

Race-ethnicity Culture
Pineda (1997) noted, “In pluralistic nations with more than one subculture,
organizational members from different subcultures (also called ethnological groups)
bring values and norms of their respective ethnological groups into the organization” (p.
34). “Exploring the effects of ethnic group culture on organizational phenomena is
critical in a world that is moving toward greater ethnic diversity (Pineda and Whitehead,
1997, p. 47).
Chong and Thomas (1997) conducted a study on Pakeha and Pacific Islanders to
examine (among other things) the effect of leader and follower ethnicity on leadership
prototypes. The results indicated that leader prototypes are likely to differ according to
ethnicity. They conclude by stating the combination of all their findings “make a
powerful case for the consideration of cultural difference as an important factor in leaderfollower interactions” (Chong and Thomas, 1997, p. 290).
A recent review of literature indicates a continued need for research dedicated to
race/ethnic culture and leadership. Ospina and Foldy (2009) note three major categories
of studies devoted to the study of race/ethnicity and leadership:


Effects of race–ethnicity on perceptions of leadership
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Effects of race–ethnicity on leadership enactments



Leaders’ approach to handling the social reality of race–ethnicity.

Ospina and Foldy (2009) note many challenges concerning the study of race and
leadership, including inconsistent findings, a lack of repeated studies to determine why
findings are inconsistent, and a lack of value placed on the experiences of leaders with
minority racial or ethnic backgrounds. Opsina and Foldy suggest the following question
for future research: “How does race–ethnicity affect perceptions of leadership? (p. 892).
In the GLOBE research, organizations were grouped by countries. In countries with
many subcultures, the researchers sampled the dominant cultural groups. In my research,
race-ethnicity is used as a means for categorizing school cultures for the analysis of data.
Specifically, I use the demographic makeup of the students within each school to group
schools into four categories: predominately white, predominately African American, high
Hispanic population, and predominately Asian.

Theoretical Framework for GLOBE Studies
House, Hanges, Javidan et al. (2004) state that Integrated Theory is based on the
premise “that the attributes and entities that differentiate a specified culture are predictive
of organizational practices and leader attributes and behaviors that are most frequently
enacted and most effective in that culture (p. 17). Integrated Theory is a combination of
concepts from four other theories: Implicit Leadership Theory, Value/Belief Theory,
Implicit Motivation Theory, and Structural Contingency Theory (House, Hanges, Javidan
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et al. (2004). A theoretical model of the Integrated Theory and its propositions is
presented in Figure 2.1. These propositions are listed below.
1. Societal cultural values and practices affect what leaders do.
2. Leadership affects organizational form, culture, and practices.
3. Societal cultural values and practices also affect organizational culture
4. Organizational culture and practices also affect what leaders do.
5. Societal culture and organizational form, culture and practices both
influence the process by which people come to share implicit theories of
leadership.
6. Strategic organizational contingencies affect organizational form, culture,
and practices and leader behaviors.
7. Strategic organizational contingencies affect leader attributes and
behavior.
8. Leader acceptance is a function of the interaction between CLTs and
leader attributes and behaviors.
9. Leader acceptance influences leader effectiveness.
10. Leader effectiveness influences leader acceptance.
11. Leader effectiveness is a function of the interaction between strategic
organizational contingencies and leader attributes and behaviors.
12. Acceptance of the leader by followers facilitates leader effectiveness.
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13. Leader effectiveness, over time will increase leader acceptance.
14. Societal cultural practices are related to economic competitiveness of
nations.
(House, Hanges, Javidan et al., 2004, pp.17-19)

Figure 2.1: Theoretical Model for Integrated Theory
From House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., Javidan, M., Dorfman, P. W., & Gupta, V. Culture,
leadership, and organizations: The GLOBE study of 62 societies, p.18. Copyright 2004 by
Sage Publications, Inc.

The Integrated Theory Model is comprehensive and covers the premise for the entire
GLOBE Project. For the purposes of this study, I will focus on the relationships among
organizational culture, leader attributes and behaviors, and culturally endorsed implicit
leadership theories.
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Implicit Leadership Theory
Implicit Leadership Theory is based on the concept that “individuals have implicit
beliefs, convictions, and assumptions concerning attributes and behaviors that distinguish
leaders from followers, effective leaders from ineffective leaders, and moral leaders from
evil ones” (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 16). Yukl (2002) states that implicit theories
are developed and refined over time as a result of actual experience with leaders,
exposure to literature about effective leaders, and other socio-cultural influences (p. 129).
Grove (2005) notes another key element of Implicit Leadership theory, namely:
“Leadership is in the eye of the beholder” (p. 1). In other words, a leader who is viewed
as successful by one person may not be viewed that way by another if the leader’s
behaviors do not match the person’s beliefs concerning effective leadership. In the
GLOBE study, the researchers applied the concept of implicit leadership theories from
the individual to the group level by aggregating the data to the organizational and societal
level. In my research, data will be collected based on the perceptions of the individuals
but will be aggregated at the school level.

Phases of GLOBE Leadership Research
The Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness (GLOBE)
Project already has consisted of several phases and continues today. In Phase 1,
researchers developed research instruments that would be used in other phases of the
study. Phases 2-4 are each designed to continue to expand the body of study completed in
Phase 1. Phase 2 of the GLOBE Project involved assessing nine cultural dimensions of
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societal and organizational cultures and explored their impact on leadership. Phase 3 was
primarily concerned with studying the effectiveness of leadership behaviors (on the part
of CEOs) on the attitudes and performance of subordinates in the organization. Phase 4
will be primarily concerned with organizational culture in terms of the participants’
perceptions of it. An understanding of the research completed in Phase 1 of the GLOBE
Project is essential to understanding the work in the other phases of the GLOBE research
since the subsequent research Projects are all related. To gather data for my research, I
will use the Leadership Behavior Scales instruments developed in Phase 1.
The development of the GLOBE scales (questionnaires) measuring culture and
leadership occurred during Phase 1 of the GLOBE Project. Questionnaires are developed
using two methods that are linked to whether the construct to be measured is identified
before or after the scale is developed (Thomas, 2007). These two methods are called the
empirical approach and the theory-driven approach. Questionnaires developed using the
empirical approach, also known as the criterion-referenced approach, use statistical
analysis to identify the construct to be measured; questionnaires developed using the
theory-driven or construct-oriented approach identify constructs that will be measured
before the development of the scale (Thomas, 2007; Hanges and Dickson, 2004). The
questionnaires used in the GLOBE research were developed using the theory-driven
approach. Questionnaires were developed to measure perceptions of leadership as
defined by cultural values and practices at the societal and organizational levels as well as
to identify attributes/behaviors perceived to contribute to or inhibit effective leadership.
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In addition to the development of the leadership scales, Phase 1 also resulted in
the development of cultural dimensions that served as independent variables in the
GLOBE study. Grove (2005) notes that cultural dimensions “provide concepts and
terminology that enable all of us to become aware of, to measure, and to talk
knowledgeably about the values and practices found in human culture--and about the
similarities and differences among human culture” (p. 1). Grove (2005) defines a cultural
dimension as a “concept that is depicted graphically as a continuum” which allows us to
determine the degree to which a particular concept is described or evaluated (p. 1). The
GLOBE research resulted in cultural dimensions being used to describe societal and
organizational cultures and dimensions for describing leadership attributes/behaviors.
Nine cultural dimensions were identified for describing societal and organizational
culture and six global dimensions were developed for describing leadership
attributes/behaviors. These dimensions were created as a result of reviewing previous
studies and combining it with empirical findings from the GLOBE study.
Nine cultural dimensions were identified and used as measures for the GLOBE
research on societal and organizational culture. Each item in the organization and society
sections of the questionnaire includes items in a Likert scale format. These culture scales
were developed for practices (“as is”) and values (“should be”) and allow participants to
give their perceptions of how things are and their perception of ideally how things should
be. Table 2.1 presents these dimensions and provides a brief definition of each one.
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Table 2.1: Cultural Dimensions
Information retrieved from Culture Construct Definitions and Sample Questionnaire Items (House, Hanges
et al., 2004, p. 30)

Cultural Dimension


Performance orientation



Uncertainty avoidance



Humane orientation



Institutional collectiveness



In-group collectiveness



Assertiveness



Gender egalitarianism



Future orientation



Power distance

Definition
The degree to which a collective encourages
and rewards group members for performance
improvement and excellence.
The extent to which a society, organization, or
group relies on social norms, rules and
procedures to alleviate unpredictability of
future events.
The degree to which a collective encourages
and rewards individuals for being fair,
altruistic, generous, caring, and kind to others.
The degree to which organizational and
societal institutional practices encourage and
reward collective distribution of resources and
collective action.
The degree to which individuals express pride
loyalty, and cohesiveness in their organizations
or families.
The degree to which individuals are assertive,
confrontational, and aggressive in their
relationships with others.
The degree to which a collective minimizes
gender inequality.
The extent to which individuals engage in
future-oriented behaviors such as delaying
gratification, planning, and investing in the
future.
The degree to which members of a collective
expect power to be distributed equally

The nine dimensions were based on the research of several theorists, including
Hofstede (1980, 2001), Triandis (1995), Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck (1961), McClelland
(1985), Cyert and March (1963) and Mulder (1971). Six of the culture dimensions were
developed on the basis of the work of Hofstede (House, Hanges et al., 2004 , p. 13).
These dimensions were the independent variables used in the GLOBE research.
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Global Culturally Endorsed Implicit Leadership Dimensions
The Global Culturally Endorsed Implicit Leadership (CLT) Dimensions were
developed using a theory-driven approach. Literature relevant to leadership behaviors as
well as information obtained from focus groups, interviews, and media analyses were
used to identify potential items for the questionnaire (House, Hanges et al., 2004). This
process resulted in 382 items, which were statically reduced to 22 universal positive
leader attributes, 8 negative leader attributes, and 35 culturally contingent attributes.
These items were tested in two pilot studies.
The first pilot study resulted in the development of “16 factorially derived
leadership subscales” (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 128). In the second pilot study, the
researchers used the subscales from the first study and added additional items to ensure
the subscales (1) did not just include behaviors relevant to western leadership and (2)
included items reflective of information obtained from interviews and focus groups
(House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 128). The second pilot study resulted in the expansion of
the subscales from the first study from 16 to 21. These 21 subscales were referred to as
primary leadership dimensions, including: visionary, inspirational, self-sacrifice,
integrity, decisive, performance oriented, self-centered, status conscious, conflict inducer,
face saver, procedural, modesty, humane oriented, collaborative team orientation, team
integrator, diplomatic, malevolent (reverse scored), administratively competent,
autocratic (reverse scored), nonparticipative (reverse scored), and autonomous. These 21
primary leadership dimensions were ultimately grouped into six Global Culturally
Endorsed Implicit Leadership (CLT) Dimensions. These six CLT dimensions are
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Charismatic/Value-Based leadership, Team Oriented leadership, Participative leadership,
Humane Oriented leadership, Autonomous leadership, and Self-Protective leadership.
Table 2.2 lists and describes the six CLT dimensions and the primary leadership
dimensions included in each one. The GLOBE researchers compare the CLT profiles to
“leadership styles” (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 24).
Table 2.2: GLOBE Project CLT and Leadership Dimensions
Based on information from the GLOBE Study (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 137)

Global Culturally Endorsed Implicit
Leadership (CLT) Dimensions

Primary leadership dimensions
(Indicators)

Charismatic/Value-Based

Charismatic I: Visionary
Charismatic II: Inspirational
Charismatic III: Self-sacrifice
Integrity
Decisive
Performance oriented
Team I: Collaborative Team Orientation
Team II: Team Integrator
Diplomatic
Malevolent (reverse scored)
Administratively competent
Self-centered
Status consciousness
Conflict inducer
Face saver
Procedural
Autocratic (reverse scored)
Nonparticipative (reverse scored)
Modest
Humane orientation
Autonomous

Team Oriented

Self-Protective

Participative
Humane Oriented
Autonomous

Charismatic/Value-Based Leadership Dimension
Charismatic/Value-Based CLT is the leadership dimension based on “the ability
to inspire, to motivate, and to expect high performance outcomes of others on the basis of
firmly held core values” (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 675). This dimension includes
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six of the 21 primary leadership dimensions: visionary, inspirational, self-sacrifice,
integrity, decisive, and performance oriented. The Charismatic/Value-Based dimension
is very similar to the Bass (1985) model of Transformational leadership (Northouse,
2004, p. 175). In both models, leaders are characterized as being inspirational and
motivational, having strong values, and possessing a certain charisma that gives the
leader the ability to get people to do what needs to be done.

Team Oriented Leadership Dimension
Team Oriented leadership “emphasizes effective team building and
implementation of a common purpose or goal among team members” (House, Hanges, et
al.,2004, p. 675). Five primary leadership dimensions are included in this leadership
dimension: collaborative team orientation, team integrator, diplomatic, malevolent
(reverse coded), and administratively competent (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 675).

Participative Leadership Dimension
The Participative leadership dimension includes two inherently negative
leadership qualities: “autocratic” and “non-participative,” both of which were reversed
coded. Participative leadership “reflects the degree to which the leader involves others in
decision making.” (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 675).
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Humane Oriented Leadership Dimension
Humane Oriented leadership “reflects supportive and considerate leadership but
also includes compassion and generosity” (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 675). This
dimension includes two primary leadership dimensions: modesty and humane oriented.
Humane oriented is defined by the indicators generous and compassionate.

Autonomous Leadership Dimension
Autonomous leadership includes a single primary leadership dimension,
“autonomous,” and before the GLOBE Project had “not previously appeared in literature.
This dimension refers to independent and individualistic leadership” (House, Hanges et
al., 2004, p. 675).

Self-Protective Leadership Dimension
Self- Protective leadership includes five dimensions: self-centered, status
conscious, conflict inducer, face saver, and procedural. The GLOBE researchers state:
“From a western perspective, this newly defined leadership dimension focuses on
ensuring the safety and security of the individual or group member” (House, Hanges et
al., 2004, p. 675).

Findings of the GLOBE Study
The GLOBE study provided many significant findings. For the purposes of my
research, the development and testing of the Global Culturally Endorsed Leadership
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Scales are most important. I have discussed the process used to create the six global
leadership dimensions and provided a description of each; however, the information
gained from the use of these scales provides the direction and basis for my research.
Brodbeck, Hanges, Dickson et al (2004) list the hypotheses for this portion of the
research:


Charismatic/Value Based leadership will be universally perceived as
contributing to effective leadership.



Leadership CLTs profiles can be developed for each societal culture that will
identify attributes that are perceived as contributing to or inhibiting effective
leadership.



The societal CLT profiles can be grouped into culture cluster profiles
(Dickson et al. 2004, p. 673-674).

The results of the GLOBE study indicated that attributes associated with
Charismatic/Value Based leadership were considered to contribute to effective
leadership, with the exception of the charismatic-self-sacrificial attribute. These
contributing attributes were compiled and presented in a list along with a second list
which consisted of those attributes viewed as universally inhibiting effective leadership.
Attributes not included on these two lists were placed on a third list of attributes
described as culturally contingent (House, Hanges et al., 2004).
The GLOBE researchers developed Leadership CLT profiles for each culture and
then grouped them into cultural cluster profiles. The United States was grouped in the
Anglo cluster along with Australia, Canada (English-speaking), Ireland, New Zealand,
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South Africa (White sample), and the United Kingdom. For this cluster, “an exemplar of
effective Anglo leadership includes high Charismatic/Value-Based elements with high
levels of Participative leadership enacted in a Humane-Oriented manner. Team-Oriented
is valued but not ranked among the highest CLT dimension. Self-protective actions
would be viewed very negatively” (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 692).

Implications for Further Research
Yukl (2002) states, “cultural values influence the selection of leaders and the role
expectations for them” (p. 283). The research reviewed in this chapter led to the
development of hypotheses that expands the GLOBE research to educational leadership.
These hypotheses are as follows:
H1 :

The perception of leadership profiles deemed as contributing to or
inhibiting effective leadership will be contingent upon the
organizational/ethnic culture of the school.

H2 :

Attributes associated with Charismatic/Value Based leadership will be
universally endorsed as contributing to effective leadership among all of
the culturally diverse schools.

The GLOBE researchers note that their Project differs from previous crosscultural research on leadership in the research methods used and the type of leadership
scales and questionnaires that were developed. (House, Hanges et al., 2004). My
research differs from previous research in that it utilizes the concepts introduced in the
GLOBE study but does so in the educational arena as opposed to the business world.
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Although some researchers do not recommend generalizing results of studies conducted
in a business environment to education (Thomas, 2007), there are others who feel models
from the business context may be extremely helpful for educators (House, Hanges et al.,
2004).

Culturally Endorsed
Leadership Dimensions

Leadership

Implicit Leadership
Theory (ILT)

Culture

Figure 2.2: Theoretical Model

Figure 2.2 depicts a model illustrating the relationship of organizational culture,
culturally endorsed leadership dimensions (CLTs), implicit leadership theory, and
leadership that will serve as the basis for my research. Although this model is based on
the Integrated Model of GLOBE, my version is less complex and focused specifically on
my research questions. This model will guide the remainder of my research.

Summary
The GLOBE Project is an extensive, cross-cultural, multi-phase research project
that was designed to measure practices as well as values and beliefs concerning culture
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and leadership at the societal and organizational levels. My research will explore the
relationship between organizational culture and the perceptions of effective leadership in
culturally diverse schools. In Chapter 3, the process for gathering data to support this
model and my research will be outlined.
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CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS
Creswell (2008) describes survey research as a quantitative method in which
surveys are administered to people to gather information concerning their “attitudes,
opinions, behaviors, or characteristics” (p. 388). The purpose of this study is to identify
effective/ineffective leadership styles as determined by the perceptions of the participants
being surveyed. A cross-sectional survey design was implemented using the Tailored
Design perspective created by Dillman (2000).
The Tailored Design perspective entails a “set of procedures for conducting
successful, self-administered surveys” (Dillman, 2000, p. 29). It is based on the premise
that the response rates to questionnaires can be increased by establishing trust and
providing rewards to participants. Many of the procedures outlined in this design will be
used and referenced below.

Target Population
This study was designed to gather information from educators concerning their
perceptions of effective and ineffective leadership behaviors and to determine if culture
impacts these perceptions. The target population consisted of 400 educators (principals,
assistant principals, and teachers) from schools in South Carolina. Teachers were
included in this target population to ensure I gathered enough overall data from each
school category as well as from each of the certified supervisory levels within each
school. Participants for the sampling frame were obtained from ten schools from six
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public school districts and two schools from the Special Language Schools group. The
Special Language Schools Group is a label used for the purposes of this study to identify
private school participants. This group consisted of private, specialty language schools
dedicated to developing students’ knowledge about cultures from other countries.

Sampling Strategy
Fields (2009) indicates that determining an appropriate sample size and power is
a complex task. According to Fields (2009), the Cohen guidelines for identifying sample
sizes may be used if the α–level is 0.05 and the desired power is 0.80 (p. 58). Fields
(2009) notes Cohen’s guidelines “we need 783 participants to detect a small effect size (r
= .1), 85 participants to detect a medium effect size (r =.3) and 28 participants to detect a
large effect size (r = .5)”(p. 58). Medium effect size refers to the “magnitude of the
observed effect”(Fields, 2009, p.56) and “accounts for 9% of the total variance” (Field,
2009, p. 57). For my project, the target sample size was 200 respondents. Three hundred
nineteen surveys were distributed. One hundred seventy-seven completed surveys were
returned for a response rate of 55% percent. I will discuss sample size again below in the
presentation of my Exploratory Factor Analysis by reviewing the communalities and
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin statistics (KMOs) that are generated.
A stratified sampling procedure is used to select school districts to be surveyed.
Data concerning the demographics of each district, as well as the district’s absolute report
card ratings, were obtained from the South Carolina State Department website
(www.ed.sc.gov). Districts were divided (stratified) based on the demographics of the
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student population and grouped into three categories: districts with schools having
student populations that are 75 percent or more white, districts with schools having
student populations that are 75 percent or higher African American, districts with schools
having student populations that are 30 percent or higher Hispanic.
After the selection of the targeted districts, I compiled a list of all of the schools
within each district. Demographic data as well as report card ratings, poverty rates,
AdequateYearly Progress (AYP) information, and faculty lists were obtained for each
school from websites provided by the State Department of Education as well as from
each district and school. Simple random sampling was used to select two or three schools
from each category to obtain at least 100 potential participants in each group. A list of all
of the names of the principal, assistant principals or instructional/curriculum leaders, and
teachers within each school was complied. Codes were provided for each potential
participant linking him/her to a particular category.
The superintendents in each of the districts were contacted to obtain permission to
contact principals within the district concerning the research. I sent each superintendent
an invitational email was sent along with a copy of the informational letter and the pilot
survey. Upon approval from each superintendent, building principals were contacted.
Principals who agreed to allow their schools to participate were included in this project.
The selection process for schools in the Special Language School Group was
different. Information obtained from the internet was used to create a list of potential
schools. Schools were randomly contacted concerning participation, which resulted in
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two schools being selected for this research group. Schools in this group were selected
based on the following guidelines:


Each school’s major purpose was the teaching of information about a culture
from another country.



The school was located in South Carolina.



The culture represented within the school matched one of the culture clusters
from the GLOBE study.

The principal or director of the targeted schools was contacted by email and/or phone to
explain the project in detail and to obtain permission to conduct research within their
schools. Each principal or director in these schools provided the number of
teachers/administrators working in each school and information for a contact person to
whom the survey information could be sent.

Survey Instrument
The original, complete GLOBE questionnaire consists of five sections designed to
determine participants’ perceptions concerning their organizational and societal culture as
well as behaviors/characteristics concerning effective leadership. For the purposes of this
study, only the leadership scales sections of the Form Alpha and Form Beta versions of
the questionnaires were used.
The GLOBE Culturally Endorsed leadership scales were designed to determine
the perceptions of leadership behaviors that inhibit or enhance effective leadership. The
GLOBE Project was especially focused on “leadership attributes that were culturally
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endorsed” (Guidelines for the use of the GLOBE Culturally Endorsed Leadership Scales,
2006, p. 4). The GLOBE analyses revealed six global, culturally endorsed implicit
leadership dimensions. These six CLTs are Charismatic/Value Based Leadership, Team
Oriented leadership, Autonomous Leadership, Humane Oriented Leadership,
Participative Leadership, and Self-Protective Leadership.
The GLOBE Culturally Endorsed Leadership scales are Likert scale
questionnaires. Participants are instructed to rate various leadership behaviors or
characteristics on a scale of 1 to 7 with 1 indicating a behavior or characteristic that
inhibits effective leadership and 7 indicating a behavior or characteristic that enhances
effective leadership (Guidelines for the use of the GLOBE Culturally Endorsed
Leadership Scales, 2006). Each of the questionnaire forms (Alpha and Beta) consisted of
112 behaviors or characteristics, each of which is followed by “a short definition to
clarify its meaning” (Leadership Scale Questionnaire, p. 10).
The GLOBE Culturally Endorsed leadership scales were created as a result of the
GLOBE study and were validated by the GLOBE researchers; however, these scales were
standardized and applied in the business arena with middle managers. For my research
project, the leadership scales will be used within the education arena with educators. To
ensure the applicability of this survey in education, pretesting strategies conducted in
four stages were used to review and refine the instrument (Dillman, 2000). Stages 1 and 2
consist of having knowledgeable people review and analyze the survey and interviewing
people who have completed the survey. Stage 3 consists of conducting a pilot study and
Stage 4 involves completing “a final check” (Dillman, 2000, p. 141-147). In this study,
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all four stages were used to pretest this instrument with educators. The survey was
reviewed by my doctoral committee for relevance and content. The survey was
administered to 15 administrators in another doctoral program and feedback was obtained
from each concerning the organization and layout of the survey. In addition, a pilot study
was conducted, and I completed a “final check” before the surveys were distributed.
In my pilot study, the GLOBE leadership Scale Survey is used to obtain
information from educators in a local South Carolina school district. Items whose means
equal or exceed 5 or are less than 3, and chosen by 95 percent of the respondents, are
labeled as culturally irrelevant and removed from the dataset in the field test portion of
the study (that is, they will be considered as assumed by the culture). These results are
useful in that they will reveal interesting characteristics about cultural assumptions
regarding leadership.

Reliability/Validity
According to GLOBE, the reliability (internal consistency reliability and interrater
reliability) of the CLT leadership dimensions in the GLOBE Culturally Endorsed
leadership scales were computed using the linear composite reliability formula provided
by Nunnally and Bernstein (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 136). The construct validity
of these leadership scales was determined by the relevance of the six CLT leadership
dimensions to prior leadership literature. A psychometric analysis of these scales could
not be completed as they were developed in conjunction with the culture dimension
scales that were developed (House, Hanges et al., 2004, p. 145).
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Independent Variable
The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a variation in culturally
diverse schools in terms of the attributes identified as contributing to or inhibiting
effective leadership. For this study, the independent variable is the ethnicity of the
schools as determined by student demographics. Each of the schools was categorized
into four categories: Predominantly Caucasian population, predominantly African
American, high Hispanic population, and Asian Language School.

Dependent Variables
The dependent variables in this study are the perceptions of the participants
concerning effective leader attributes. These variables will be gleaned from the data
collected in the final data analysis in the form of factors. These factors will be used to
compare the responses of the groups.

Data Collection
My modified form of the GLOBE Culturally Endorsed leadership scales was
prepared for distribution in the following manner. First, I prepared a cover letter to
include with each questionnaire. The cover letter provided information about the
research project, directions for completing and returning the questionnaire, and contact
information. An incentive for participation (a pen) was included in the envelope with
each questionnaire.
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In the GLOBE research, sampling equivalence (Thomas, 2007, p. 221) was a
major concern because of the extensive nature of the research. These concerns included
making sure the organizations sampled across the countries were similar (type, size and
hierarchical structure), differences in demographic data (gender, job position, job tenure,
education, status, age) were accounted for, and the cultural boundaries used were
indicative of the country being sampled (Thomas, 2007, p. 211). The Tailored Design
method created by Dillman (2000) was used as a guide to reduce survey error and
enhance the probability of the successful completion of this survey research project.
Dillman identifies four sources of error that hinders this process: sampling error,
coverage error, measurement error, and non-response error (Dillman, 2000, p.11).
Strategies were implemented to reduce the likelihood of the occurrence of these errors.
Sampling error occurs when the sample that is selected is not large enough or
otherwise sufficient to represent the targeted population. In this project, the target
number of responses desired was 200. I obtained a list of certified personnel within each
school to determine the total number of potential participants in each school. Each
participant was coded so I could calculate the number of people who actually participated
from each of the four categories of schools represented in the research. I also monitored
to ensure an adequate sample size is obtained.
Coverage error involves making sure perspective participants have ample
opportunity to participate so that the sample is representative of the target population.
Every certified person within the selected schools was viewed as a potential participant in
this study and was thus invited to complete the survey. Each potential participant was
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given a survey with a self-addressed envelope for return of the survey. In addition, each
participant had the option to complete the survey online using the Survey Methods
website.
Measurement error involves making sure the survey items measure the intended
concepts. The survey I use is a modified version of the survey from the GLOBE
research. Each item was selected based on an extensive review of the literature on
leadership attributes and was validated by GLOBE. The pretesting strategies outlined by
Dillman (2000) are used to reduce the likelihood of such errors occurring. Pretesting
strategies are outlined above.
Nonrespondent error, also called response bias (Creswell, 2008), involves making
sure the participants who return surveys are representative of the population being
studied. Since the target group in this study is divided into specific categories, nonrespondents in one particular group could cause problems. According to Dillman (2000),
frequently contacting participants is one of the best ways to improve response rates (p.
150). Dillman also notes that the use of incentives, in addition to following the Tailored
Design method, has proven to improve response rates (p. 153). Both strategies are
incorporated in this study to reduce the likelihood of the occurrence of nonrespondent
error. A response rate of 50 percent or better is the target rate for this project.
Paper copies of the surveys were delivered to each principal at each school for
distribution to certified staff members. Surveys were placed in individual envelopes that
contained the survey and incentive (a pen). A self-addressed envelope was provided for
returning the surveys.
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Participants were also given the option to complete surveys electronically through
SurveyMethods.com. An invitation email was sent to each participant with a link to the
survey. Reminders were sent via email to all respondents. All paper copies of the
surveys were returned by respondents in a self-addressed, stamped envelope that was
provided for them. This data was transferred to an Excel file and all paper copies of the
surveys were destroyed.

Analysis
In the GLOBE study, the researchers “used an imaginary theoretical framework in
which leader acceptance and effectiveness were the dependent variables and social
culture and organizational practices were the independent variables” (GLOBE, p. xvi).
Using a similar concept, I use the participants’ perceptions of leader attributes as the
dependent variable and organizational culture (school demographics) and ethnic culture
(teacher ethnicity) as the independent variables. Data will be compiled and entered into
PASW/SPSS. Exploratory Factor Analysis will be conducted to determine if there are
factors that combine to influence the responses of the participants. Exploratory factor
analysis (EFA) is designed to “discover the nature of the constructs influencing a set of
responses,” while Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) “tests whether a specified set of
constructs is influencing responses in a predicted way’ (DeCoster, 1998, p. 1).
Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) is used to further analyze the data. This
method was chosen because I hope to determine if variances exist between the school
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groups as determined by their ratings of the leadership attributes; MANOVA is a
statistical procedure designed to provide this type of information.
Limitations of the Study
1. This study will be limited to self-reported data collected from teachers and
administrators in select schools located in South Carolina and Georgia.

Delimitations of the Study
1. This study will be limited to analyzing self-reported data obtained from
questionnaires completed by teachers and administrators in select South
Carolina schools.
2. The data collected in this study will be based on the participants’ perceptions
of effective leadership.
3. The data collected in the pilot study were mainly from Caucasian and African
American educators.

Institutional Review Board (IRB) Approval Information
All steps necessary for obtaining IRB approval were completed. IRB approval
was given to this project by Clemson University on October 15, 2010. Additional
amendments were submitted as required throughout the research. All applicable forms
and information are included in Appendix A.
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Justification for and Overview of Methodological Decisions and Their Limits
A review of the overall methods used in this survey raises several potential areas
of concern, including: (1) all data for this research project were obtained using
questionnaires; (2) no qualitative information was collected; (3) all data are based on the
perceptions of others. Although all of these concerns are valid, the research methods
used for this project were appropriate for addressing the research questions presented in
Chapter 1 and testing the hypotheses outlined in Chapter 2.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
Chapter 4 provides the results of the analysis for this study and an explanation of
each data set. The purpose of this research was to determine if there is variance in the
perceptions of educators concerning effective leaders in culturally diverse schools. Data
collection occurred in two phases. Phase 1 was the pilot study and resulted in the
creation of the final survey that was used in my research. Phase 2 included the collection
and analysis of final data.

Phase 1
The pilot study was conducted with 93 certified educators in culturally diverse
schools within a local public school district. The participants represented 12 schools
within the district as well as an “other” group, which consisted of participants who
worked in more than one school. These schools included a school with high African
American enrollment, one with high ESOL enrollment, although the majority of them
were more racially balanced. The educators who responded were principals, assistant
principals, instructional specialists, teachers, academic coaches, and other certified
personnel within the schools.
The purpose of this pilot was to determine the appropriateness of the GLOBE
questionnaire for use with educators, to identify any items that were culturally assumed,
and to gain insight on steps to take that would make the final data analysis more
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effective. The majority of the respondents were Caucasian (80.6%), female (88.2%)
teachers (68%). The educators’ years of experience ranged from 2-39 years.
The original GLOBE Leadership Scales consisted of 112 items that were divided
into two sections in the GLOBE Culture and Leadership Scales (see Appendix C). The
GLOBE Culture and Leadership Scales consisted of two versions: Form Alpha consisting
of all Organizational Culture Values and Practice items and 112 Leadership Scale items
and Form Beta consisting of all Societal Culture Values and Practices items and 112
Leadership Scale items. In each version, the Leadership Scales were divided into two
sections, each of which contained 56 items. The guidelines for using the Leadership
Scales indicate the two sections should be consolidated if used in research so that all 112
items are used. Each of the 112 items in the survey are leadership attributes/behaviors
gleaned from research “as well as findings relevant to leadership resulting form focus
groups, interviews, and analysis of media (House, Hanges, et. al, 2004). Each of the
attributes are listed with a brief definition of its meaning.
Initially, I planned to divide the scales into a Form A and B with each version
containing 56 items and with a modified demographic section, thus creating modified
versions of the original Leadership Scales. I thought the versions would be distributed
within a school with half of the participants taking Form A and half completing Form B.
These versions were distributed and data collected, however, I realized that this approach
was not feasible for the following reasons:


My sample size was relatively small, which meant I needed a large sample
size to adequately pilot all 112 items if I used the modified versions.
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My approach would have resulted in missed opportunities to obtain valuable
information from willing participants in the study since each person only saw
half of the items.



Advice obtained from Paul Hanges, one of the creators of the original surveys,
indicated each participant should complete all 112 items.

Because of these concerns, participants were asked to complete both Form A and Form B
of the pilot surveys. A total of 93 participants completed all 112 Leadership scale items.
This information was analyzed to glean information that would be helpful in the next
phase of the research. These 112 items are listed in Appendix C, Table C1.
Responses to each item were recorded in an Excel file and imported to SPSS for
further analysis. All paper copies of the forms were destroyed. Frequencies were
calculated for each item; specifically, central tendency (mean, median, mode, and sum)
and dispersion (standard deviation, variance, range, minimum, maximum, and standard
error mean) information were analyzed. These results revealed the responses to many of
the items showed little or no variance. Using the criteria similar to that used in the
GLOBE study, attributes from the GLOBE Leadership scales were then divided into one
of three categories: items that were universally endorsed as contributing to effective
leadership, those universally endorsed as inhibiting effective leadership, and those that
were culturally contingent (exhibiting meaningful variance). Culturally contingent items
are those whose level of contributing to or inhibiting effective leadership is related to the
culture context to which the participant belongs (House, Hanges, et. al, 2004; Grove,
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2004). The criteria used to identify attributes considered as universally contributing to or
inhibiting effective leadership is listed in Table 4.1.
Table 4.1: Criteria for Categorizing Attributes
GLOBE Study
Universally
Endorsed as
Contributing to
Effective
Leadership



Universally
Endorsed as
Inhibiting
Effective
Leadership







95% of the societal averages
for an attribute exceeded a
mean of 5 on a 7-point
scale.
The worldwide grand mean
score for that attribute
exceeded 6 on a 7-point
scale
95% of culture scores on the
item were less than 3 on a 7point scale
The attribute or item grand
mean for all cultures was
less than 3 on a 7-point
scale.

Marion/Milton Study






95% of the scores for the
attribute exceeded 6 on a 7point scale
Mean score for the attribute
was 6 or higher on a 7-point
scale

95% of the attribute scores
were less than 3 on a 7-point
scale
Mean score for the attribute
was less than 3 on a 7-point
scale

The pilot study identified 34 behaviors that were endorsed as contributing to
effective leadership and 10 items that were endorsed as inhibiting effective leadership.
These 44 items were removed from the Leadership Scales Survey for phase 2 of the
analysis, which resulted in a final survey of 68 items. A complete list of these 44 deleted
items is included in Tables C1 and C2 in Appendix C.
Other information gleaned from the pilot study indicated the format of the survey
needed to be revised. The leadership items in the pilot survey were listed in a matrix that
had 7 headings: behavior or characteristic, definition, and 7 scale ratings for indicating
the extent to which the behavior or characteristic contributed to or inhibited effective
leadership. The behaviors/characteristics were listed down the left side of the matrix and
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participants marked their answers under the word scale ratings that best indicated their
perceptions of them. According to Field (2009), results from an ordinal response scale
are essentially indistinguishable from scale scores. The seven ratings were the key words
from the GLOBE Leadership Scales and were listed as follows: greatly inhibits,
somewhat inhibits, slightly inhibits, has no impact, contributes slightly, contributes
somewhat, and contributes greatly. Participants were asked to place an “x” in the box
below the answer that best described the importance of that behavior for outstanding
leaders. In the final survey, the seven scale rating headings were changed from words to
the numerals 1-7. A response key similar to the one used in the original GLOBE study
was listed at the top of each page to ensure each respondent understood the meaning of
each number. This new version was tested with a group of 15 educators enrolled in
another doctoral program. Participants were asked to give feedback concerning the ease
of completing the survey, the amount of time used for completing it, and any other
suggestions they felt would be helpful. The response received supported the idea that this
new format was better than the first version. This newly modified survey consisting of
the 68 items that remained after the deletion of the universally contributing and inhibiting
variables became the final version of the survey for this research and is included in
Appendix B.

Phase 2
Phase 2 of the research analyzed the 68 leadership behaviors remaining after the
phase 1 parsing. This final version of the survey was used to gather data from
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participants concerning their perceptions of effective leadership. Participants were asked
to rate each leadership behavior or attribute of leadership by marking the number on the
same 7 point scale used in phase 1 that indicated how important that behavior or
characteristic was for an outstanding leader.
Data was collected from faculty in 10 schools: 5 with predominantly white
student population, 3 with predominantly African American student population, 1 with a
high Hispanic student population and 1 Japanese Language school. The second Special
Language School closed before participating in the survey. One hundred seventy seven
completed surveys were returned, and one hundred seventy five were actually usable for
this study. The respondents consisted of 80.8% teachers, 5.7% administrators, 3.4 %
instructional/curriculum specialists or literacy/academic coaches, 9.0% other and 1.1%
unknown. Approximately 87% were female and 13% were male, while 85% were
Caucasian, 10% African American, 4 % Asian, and 1.1% other. Of the school levels
represented, approximately 18% were primary schools, 45.2% elementary schools, 27%
middle school, and 9 % high school. The experience levels of the participants ranged
from 1 to 36 years with approximately 66% having been in their respective school for 10
years or less.
Participants were given the opportunity to complete the survey electronically
using the Survey Methods program or to complete a paper copy of the survey. Forty-five
of the 177 surveys were completed electronically. The paper form of the survey was
completed by the respondents and mailed to me. The information obtained was coded,
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placed in an excel file, and entered into SPSS for analysis. All paper copies of the
surveys were destroyed.
Descriptive analysis was used to determine if any additional items were
universally endorsed as contributing to, or inhibiting, effective leadership. Using the
criteria from the pilot survey, all variables were found to be culturally contingent and
were included in the final data analysis.
The first step of the analysis involved exploratory factor analysis. According to
Field (2009), exploratory factor analysis is a technique that may be used to “reduce a data
set to a more manageable size while retaining as much of the original information as
possible” (p. 628). An exploratory factor analysis was conducted to identify items that
did not fit within the universe of the construct defined by the survey and to identify sets
of variables that may be grouped as factors.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
The Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted using SPSS (v. 18). Under
Descriptives, the Correlation Matrix components were selected that included coefficients,
significance levels, determinant, anti-image, KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity,
reproduced and inverse. The extraction method was principal components based on
eigenvalues greater than 1. The scree plot was selected to help determine a factor
solution for the data. Field (2009) suggests that direct oblim rotation is best to use if
there is a chance that factors may correlate and it was therefore selected for this analysis.
The initial analysis of the data revealed 25 variables with low individual KMOs in
the Anti-Image Correlation Matrix, indicating that they were not from the same universe
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of items as the rest of the data. If many of the values are lower than 0.5, this may
indicate an inadequate sample size. According to Field(2009), individual KMO values
should be at least 0.5 just as the overall KMO indicated by the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
Measure of Sampling Adequacy statistic should be a “bare minimum of 0.5” (p.659). The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy ranges from 0 to 1. Five of these
variables were from the Charismatic/Value Based CLT, six from the Team-Oriented
CLT, seven from the Self-protective CLT, two from the Participative CLT, three from the
Humane-Oriented CLT and three were from items that GLOBE did not directly link to
one of the six global CLT. These items were all removed from the data set because their
individual KMO was less than 0.5. A list of these items is in Table C3 in Appendix C.
Re-analysis of the remaining data revealed one additional item that required deletion due
to an individual KMO less than 0.5. This item was removed from the data set and the
remaining 42 items were analyzed.
The overall determinant for the analysis, less the low KMO items, was 3.45-017,
which suggests the presence of multicollinearity. However, principal components
analysis is highly robust against multicollinearity, and the problem was not so severe that
the data could not run completely. The Kaier-Meyer-Oklin measure of sampling
adequacy was .851, which is considered good as determined by the guidelines reported in
Field (2009). KMO “values between 0.7 and 0.8 are good, and values between 0.8 and
0.9 are great (Fields 2009, p.647). The Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant.
Communalities ranged from .474-.971; the dominant commonalities were .5 and .6,
suggesting that a sample size of 175 was sufficient (Field, 2009). All individual KMOs
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in the Anti-Image matrix were .5 or higher. There are 144 (16%) non-redundant residuals
with absolute values greater than 0.05, which is an acceptable figure.
The Total Variance Explained Matrix identified 9 components with eigenvalues
greater than 1; these nine factors explained 68.180% of total variance. However, the ninefactor solution did not converge to a pattern or structure matrix, suggesting that a smaller
factor set might be a better solution to the number of pertinent factors in this study. The
Catrell scree test was therefore used to refine the estimate of the number of pertinent
factors. This test identifies factor sets based on the point at which elbows exist in the
scree plot curve. A review of the scree plot indicated that either a 4 or 5 factor solution
might be appropriate for this analysis. Consequently, I ran both a 4 and 5 factor solution
and examined each for patterns of factor loadings and conceptual conciseness.
Information concerning these models follows.

Four-Factor Model
The determinant in the four-factor solution was 3.45E-017. This solution
explained approximately 53.239% of the total variance in the model. The Kaier-MeyerOklin measure of sampling adequacy was .851, and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was
significant. The communalities ranged from .196 to .969. The Component Correlation
Matrix indicated correlations among all four factors, with negative correlations of -.074
between factors 2 and 3 and -2.59 between factors 2 and 4 and positive correlations
between the remaining factors: 1and 2 (-.055), 1 and 3 (.096), factors 1 and 4 (1.31), 3
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and 4 (.021). There were 209 or 24% non-redundant residuals with absolute values
greater than .05, which is acceptable.
Factor 1 was comprised of 18 variables: intra-group competitor (.958),
improvement-oriented (.956), autonomous (.951), loyal (.737), independent (.733),
autocratic (.732), self-interested (.728), bossy (.713), anticipatory (.712), evasive (.709),
intra-group conflict avoider (.709), mediator (.707), calm (.601), unique (.594), orderly
(.511), arrogant (.499), tender (.491), provocateur (.414). Factor 2 consisted of 9
variables: micromanager (.729), domineering (.679), ruler (.667), secretive (.663), distant
(.655), dictatorial (.647), asocial (.633), avoids negatives (.508), individually oriented
(.424).
Factor 3 of the four-factor solution contained 5 variables: convincing (.977),
individualistic (.973), ritualistic (.970), risk taker (.763), worldly (.683). Factor 4 had 10
variables: procedural (.789), good administrator (.761), patient (.722), formal (.708),
generous (.698) able to anticipate (.628), coordinator (.596), intuitive (.506), intra-group
face-saver (.498), class-conscious (.402). All 42 variables that remained after the initial
deletion of the individual KMOs with a loading of less than .500 contributed to the fourfactor solution.

Five-Factor Model
The determinant in the five-factor solution was 3.45E-017. This model explained
approximately 56.952% of the total variance. The Kaier-Meyer-Oklin measure of
sampling adequacy was .851, and the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant.
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Communalities ranged from .201 to .968. The There were 197, or 22%, non-redundant
residuals with absolute values greater than .05. The Component Correlation Matrix
indicates a correlation between all factors with the strongest being between factors 1 and
3 (.108), factors 1and 4 (.187), factors 2 and 5 (-.330), and factors 4and 5 (.181). Each of
the five factors contained the following number of variables: Factor 1 (17 variables),
Factor 2 (9 variables), Factor 3 (5 variables), Factor 4 (4 variables), and Factor 5 (7
variables).
An analysis of the variables and their definitions resulted in the naming of the five
factors as follows: Factor 1- Heroic Leader, Factor 2- Authoritarian Leader, Factor 3Effective, Steady Leader, Factor 4-Managerial, Factor 5- Relationship Oriented Leader.
The factors along with the correlations, variables and variable definitions are listed in
Tables 4.2-4.6.
Table 4.2: Factor 1—Heroic Leader
Correlations
.960
.957
.954
.742

Variables
Intra-group competitor
Improvement-oriented
Autonomous
Loyal

.737
.727
.725
.721
.715

Independent
Autocratic
Self-interested
Bossy
Anticipatory

.712

Evasive

.709
.707
.594
.587

Mediator
Intra-group conflict
avoider
Calm
Unique

.504
.496
.492

Orderly
Tender
Arrogant

Definitions
Tries to exceed the performance of others in his or her group
Seeks continuous performance improvement
Acts independently, does not rely on others
Stays with and supports friends even when they have substantial
problems or difficulties
Does not rely on others; self-governing
Makes decisions in dictatorial way
Pursues own best interests
Tells subordinates what to do in a commanding way
Anticipates, attempts to forecast events, considers what will happen
in the future
Refrains from making negative comments to maintain good
relationships and save face
Intervenes to solve conflicts between individuals
Avoids disputes with members of his or her group
Not easily distressed
An unusual person, has characteristics of behaviors that are different
from most others
Is organized and methodical in work
Easily hurt or offended
Presumptuous or overbearing
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Table 4.3: Factor 2 –Authoritarian
Correlations
.720
.712
.689
.682
.669
.655
.629
.488

Variables
Micromanager
domineering
Secretive
ruler
dictatorial
distant
asocial
Avoids negatives

.433

Individually
oriented

Definitions
An extremely close supervisor, one who insists on making all decisions
Inclined to dominate others
Tends to conceal information from others
Is in charge and does not tolerate disagreement or questioning; give orders
Forces her/his values and opinions on others
Aloof, stand off from others, difficult to become friends with
Avoids people or groups, prefers own company
Avoids saying no to another when requested to do something, even when it
cannot be done
Concerned with and places high value on preserving individual rather than
group needs

Table 4.4: Factor 3—Effective, Steady Leadership
Correlations
.976
.974
.972
.770

Variables
convincing
Individualistic
ritualistic
Risk taker

Definitions
Unusually able to persuade others of his/her viewpoint
Behaves in a different manner than peers
Uses a prescribed order to carry out procedures
Willing to invest major resources in endeavors that do not have a high
probability of being successful

.684

worldly

Interested in temporal events, has a world outlook

Table 4.5: Factor 4—Manager
Correlation

Variables

Definitions

.740

procedural

Follows established rules and guidelines

.716

formal

Acts in accordance with rules, convention and ceremonies

.673

Class- conscious

Is conscious of class and status boundaries and acts accordingly

.483

provocateur

Stimulates unrest

Table 4.6: Factor 5—Relationship Oriented
Correlations
.816
.768
.719
.703
.661
.604
.472

Variables
Able to anticipate
Intuitive
Good administrator
Coordinator
Patient
Generous
Intra-group
Face-saver

Definitions
Able to successfully anticipate future needs
Has extra insight
Has ability to manage complex office work and administrative systems
Integrates and manages work of subordinates
Has and shows patience
Willing to give time, money, resources and help to others
Ensures that other group members are not embarrassed or shamed
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A careful analysis of the five-factor and four-factor models indicated very little
difference between the variables that loaded on each factor with the exception of the
additional factor in the five-factor solution. The five-factor solution was selected for the
reasons listed below.


The five-factor solution explained the greater percentage of total variance.



The five-factor solution had the cleanest loadings of factors with fewer
items loading highly on more than one factor.

The next part of my research involved testing the hypotheses outlined in Chapter
2. These hypotheses were:
H1 :

The perception of leadership profiles deemed as contributing to or
inhibiting effective leadership will be contingent upon the
organizational/ethnic culture of the school.

H2 :

Attributes associated with Charismatic/Value Based leadership will be
universally endorsed as contributing to effective leadership among all of
the culturally diverse schools.

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)
To test these hypotheses, the statistical method Multivariate Analysis of Variance
(MANOVA) was used. Fields (2009) defines MANOVA as a “family of tests that extend
the basic analysis of variance to situations in which more than one outcome variable has
been measured” (p. 790). According to the Statnotes website of North Carolina,
MANOVA is used to identify the main and interaction effects of categorical variables on
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multiple dependent interval variables (Garson, 2009). In this research, the independent
variable was ethnicity of schools as determined by student population, and the dependent
variables were the five leadership factors created during the exploratory factor analysis.
The purpose of this analysis was to determine if school ethnicity impacts the perceptions
or ratings of these five leadership approaches.
The Descriptive Statistics matrix from MANOVA shows the means and standard
deviations for each dependent variable by school ethnicity (see Appendix E, Table E1).
The African American school group has the highest mean for heroic leader and the Asian
group the lowest. The Asian school group has the highest mean for authoritarian leader
with the White school group having the lowest. The effective, steady leader had the
highest mean in the African American school group with the Hispanic school group
having the lowest. The managerial school group had the highest mean in the Asian
school group with the White group having the lowest. The Asian group had the highest
mean for relationship-oriented leader with the Hispanic school group having the lowest.
The Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices was significant with p=0.000
(see Appendix E, Table E2). This is less than the desired significance level (p<0.05);
therefore, the covariance matrices are not equal and the homogeneity assumption of
covariance matrices is not substantiated. If the sample sizes are equal, this test can be
ignored and the Pillai’s trace results can be used to determine differences among groups.
However, the cell sizes in the 4 groups of this research were not equal; in fact they are
substantially different. According (Garson, 2009), “When sample sizes are unequal, tests
of group differences (Wilks, Hotelling, Pillai-Bartlestt, and GCR) are not robust when
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this assumption is violated”. According to Fields (2009), “if the value of Sig. is less than
.001 then the results of the analysis should not be trusted (p.614). However, Green and
Salkind (2005) advise researchers to be cautious when interpreting the Box’s M test
stating the significant or nonsignificant results may be due to factors other than equal
covariance matrices such as “the violation of the multivariate normality assumption”
(p.223). Field (2009) makes a similar statement concerning the Box’s M test. Further,
Information concerning the Box’s test from the StatSoft Electronic Statistics Textbook
reported Lindman (1974) felt the F statistic is quite robust against violation of the
homogeneity assumption (www.statsoft.com). Because of this information, the
Multivariate Test Matrix will be examined for additional information for determining if
this model is significant.
The Multivariate Tests Matrix is the “main table of results” (Fields, 2009, p. 608)
and is used as the test of the significance of the model for the dependent variables
(Garson, 2009). The values of the multivariate tests Pillai’s Trace, Wilks’ Lambda,
Hotelling’s Trace, and Roy’s Largest Root are listed along with the F-ratios and degrees
of freedom (see Table 4.7). All four tests were significant with p=.000; however, given
that the Box’s Test was significant, the Pillai’s trace will be given priority and examined
to determine significance. Field (2009) reports all four tests are relatively robust to
violations of multivariate normality” (p.605), but the Pillai’s trace is recommended when
group differences are concentrated on more than one variate (p. 604). The significant
results of the Pillai’s trace indicate the school ethnicity groups differ in their perceptions
of the leadership factors presented in this study.
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Table 4.7: Multivariate Tests
Effect

Hypothesis
Value

Intercept Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace
Roy's Largest

F

df

Error df

Sig.

Noncent.

Observed

Parameter

Powerb

.081

2.950a

5.000 167.000

.014

14.752

.847

.919

a

5.000 167.000

.014

14.752

.847

a

5.000 167.000

.014

14.752

.847

a

5.000 167.000

.014

14.752

.847

.088
.088

2.950
2.950
2.950

Root
scheth

Pillai's Trace

.295

3.689

15.000 507.000

.000

55.336

1.000

Wilks' Lambda

.724

3.815

15.000 461.415

.000

52.403

1.000

Hotelling's Trace

.354

3.914

15.000 497.000

.000

58.713

1.000

.258

c

5.000 169.000

.000

43.562

1.000

Roy's Largest

8.712

Root

The Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances provides insight as to the
homogeneity of error variance for each dependent variable (see Table 4.8). If the
assumption of homogeneity has been met, these dependent variables should have nonsignificant results. The Levene’s test reveals this assumption is met for the variable
authoritarian leader (p=.325) and manager (p=.088), but it has been violated for heroic
leader, effective, steady leader, and relationship oriented leader, each of which has
significant results. This means the error variance of the dependent variables are not equal
for the dependent variables heroic leader, effective, steady leader, and relationshiporiented leader. This has implications for the post hoc test to be used.
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Table 4.8: Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances
F

df1

df2

Sig.

heroic leadership

5.099

3

171

.002

authoritarian leadership

1.164

3

171

.325

effective,steady leadership

6.077

3

171

.001

manager

2.220

3

171

.088

Relationship oriented

5.273

3

171

.002

leadership

The Test of Between-Subjects Matrix shows the variables authoritarian, manager,
and relationship oriented varied significantly by ethnicity (see Table 4.9). The other
variables, heroic leader and effective-steady leader did not have significant results across
ethnicity; however, the power levels were less than .80 with levels of .434 and .436.
Because these power levels are low, there is a chance a Type II error could exist,
therefore, I can reject the null hypothesis but cannot conclude definitively that no
relationship exists for those three variables.
The three dependent variables, authoritarian leader, manager, and relationship
oriented leader, that varied significantly by ethnicity were next subjected to post hoc
analyses to determine which specific ethnic pairs were different (see Table 4.10).
Authoritarian leader and manager met Levene’s assumption of homogeneity, thus the
Bonferroni and Hochberg post hoc tests were used. The Bonferroni test is used because it
is highly stringent thus resistant to Type I error (although it does increase the likelihood
of a Type II error). The Hochberg’s test was used because it is designed to handle data
sets in which the “sample sizes are very different” (Field, 2009, p.375). The variable
relationship oriented leader analysis did not meet Levene’s assumption of homogeneity,
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thus the Games-Howell post hoc test will be conducted. According to Field (2009),
Games-Howell is used when “there is any doubt that group variances are equal” (p. 375).
Authoritarian had the following difference between groups as determined by the
Bonferroni and Hochberg tests: Asian-White (.036 and .035), African American-Asian
(.035 and .034), and Asian-Hispanic (.031 and .030). The factor Manager had differences
in all groups combinations except for White-Hispanic (.210 and .191) as determined by
the Bonferroni and Hochberg tests. The results are as follows: African American-White
(.030 and .029), African American-Asian (.000 and .000) , African-Hispanic (.001
and.001), White-Asian (.000 and .000), Asian –Hispanic (.016 and .016). The third
variable, relationship oriented leader, had significant results on the Bonferroni and
Hochberg tests (.041 and .040), but because of the Levene results reported in the previous
paragraph, the Games-Howell results will be used for determining if group differences
exist. The Games-Howell results indicate no significant results for any of the groups;
therefore, no group differences are noted for the variable relationship oriented leader.
Table 4.9: Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Source

Dependent Variable

Type III Sum
of Squares

scheth

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Noncent.

Observed

Parameter

Powerb

heroic leadership

4.975

3

1.658

1.678

.174

5.033

.434

authoritarian leadership

8.506

3

2.835

2.930

.035

8.789

.689

effective,steady leadership

4.994

3

1.665

1.684

.172

5.053

.436

30.829

3

10.276

12.274

.000

36.821

1.000

8.890

3

2.963

3.069

.029

9.208

.711

manager
Relationship oriented leadership
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Table 4.10: Post Hoc Tests
Dependent variable
Authoritarian
leadership

Bonferroni

(I) school ethnicity
African American

White

Asian

Hispanic

Hochberg

African American

White

Asian

Hispanic

(J) school ethnicity
White
Asian
Hispanic
African American
Asian
Hispanic
African American
White
Hispanic
African American
White
Asian
White
Asian
Hispanic
African American
Asian
Hispanic
African American
White
Hispanic
African American
White
Asian
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Mean Difference
(I-J)
-.0823586
-1.1503257
.0245148
.0823586
-1.0679671
.1068734
1.1503257
1.0679671
1.1748405
-.0245148
-.1068734
-1.1748405
-.0823586
-1.1503257
.0245148
.0823586
-1.0679671
.1068734
1.1503257
1.0679671
1.1748405
-.0245148
-.1068734
-1.1748405

Std. Error
.20045054
.41167500
.25414896
.20045054
.38369009
.20575101
.41167500
.38369009
.41428174
.25414896
.20575101
.41428174
.20045054
.41167500
.25414896
.20045054
.38369009
.20575101
.41167500
.38369009
.41428174
.25414896
.20575101
.41428174

Sig.
1.000
.035
1.000
1.000
.036
1.000
.035
.036
.031
1.000
1.000
.031
.999
.034
1.000
.999
.035
.996
.034
.035
.030
1.000
.996
.030

Table 4.10: Post Hoc Tests (continued)
Dependent variable
Manager

Bonferroni

(I) school ethnicity
African American

White

Asian

Hispanic

Hochberg

African American

White

Asian

Hispanic

(J) school ethnicity
White
Asian
Hispanic
African American
Asian
Hispanic
African American
White
Hispanic
African American
White
Asian
White
Asian
Hispanic
African American
Asian
Hispanic
African American
White
Hispanic
African American
White
Asian
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Mean Difference
(I-J)
.5312223
2.1132389
.9378530
-.5312223
1.5820167
.4066307
-2.1132389
-1.5820167
-1.1753860
-.9378530
-.4066307
1.1753860
.5312223
2.1132389
.9378530
-.5312223
1.5820167
.4066307
-2.1132389
-1.5820167
-1.1753860
-.9378530
-.4066307
1.1753860

Std. Error
.18644236
.38290572
.23638815
.18644236
.35687649
.19137241
.38290572
.35687649
.38533029
.23638815
.19137241
.38533029
.18644236
.38290572
.23638815
.18644236
.35687649
.19137241
.38290572
.35687649
.38533029
.23638815
.19137241
.38533029

Sig.
.030
.000
.001
.030
.000
.210
.000
.000
.016
.001
.210
.016
.029
.000
.001
.029
.000
.191
.000
.000
.016
.001
.191
.016

Table 4.10: Post Hoc Tests (continued)
Dependent variable
Relationship
oriented
leadership

Bonferroni

(I) school ethnicity
African American

White

Asian

Hispanic

Hochberg

African American

White

Asian

Hispanic

GamesHowell

African American

White

Asian

Hispanic

(J) school ethnicity
White
Asian
Hispanic
African American
Asian
Hispanic
African American
White
Hispanic
African American
White
Asian
White
Asian
Hispanic
African American
Asian
Hispanic
African American
White
Hispanic
African American
White
Asian
White
Asian
Hispanic
African American
Asian
Hispanic
African American
White
Hispanic
African American
White
Asian

Mean Difference
(I-J)

Std. Error

Sig.

-.3142732

.20021787

.710

.7355882
-.1285891
.3142732
1.0498614
.1856841
-.7355882
-1.0498614
-.8641774
.1285891
-.1856841
.8641774
-.3142732
.7355882
-.1285891
.3142732
1.0498614
.1856841
-.7355882
-1.0498614
-.8641774
.1285891
-.1856841
.8641774
-.3142732
.7355882
-.1285891
.3142732
1.0498614
.1856841
-.7355882
-1.0498614
-.8641774
.1285891
-.1856841
.8641774

.41119714
.25385396
.20021787
.38324472
.20551218
.41119714
.38324472
.41380086
.25385396
.20551218
.41380086
.20021787
.41119714
.25385396
.20021787
.38324472
.20551218
.41119714
.38324472
.41380086
.25385396
.20551218
.41380086
.25486439
.61827266
.34018324
.25486439
.57100096
.24393780
.61827266
.57100096
.61384923
.34018324
.24393780
.61384923

.452
1.000
.710
.041
1.000
.452
.041
.229
1.000
1.000
.229
.527
.373
.997
.527
.040
.934
.373
.040
.207
.997
.934
.207
.611
.649
.981
.611
.341
.871
.649
.341
.528
.981
.871
.528

Summary
The purpose of this analysis was to determine if there was variance concerning
the characteristics/perceptions of attributes/behaviors contributing to or inhibiting
effective leadership in culturally diverse schools. Exploratory Factor analysis yielded
five leadership styles, which were analyzed using data obtained from the four culturally
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diverse school group classifications. The findings of this study indicate significant
differences exist between the groups concerning the leadership styles authoritarian leader
and manager. Additional findings indicate charismatic leadership is universally accepted
as contributing to effective leadership. Chapter 5 will provide further discussion of these
results and the implications they may have for educational leadership.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
The purpose of this research was to study the perceptions of effective leadership
in culturally diverse schools using the GLOBE research surveys for data collection. In
this chapter, the implications for the results reported in Chapter 4 will be discussed.

Charismatic Leadership Variables
One of the hypotheses from the GLOBE study addressed perceptions concerning
Charismatic Leadership. Specifically, the researchers proposed Charismatic/Value Based
Leadership would be universally endorsed as contributing to effective leadership. The
researchers state they expected this to occur “because the visions articulated by, and the
integrity enacted by, value-based leaders stress values that have universal appeal (House,
Hanges, et al, 2004, p. 673). Charismatic/Value Based Leadership consisted of six
primary leadership dimensions comprised of 31 variables in the Globe study. These
dimensions are charismatic 1: Visionary; Charismatic 2: Inspirational; Charismatic 3:
Self-Sacrifice; Integrity; Decisive; and Performance-Oriented. The results of the GLOBE
study concerning this hypothesis were that attributes associated with the primary
leadership dimensions Charismatic 1: Visionary and Charismatic 2: Inspirational were
universally endorsed as contributing to effective leadership, which “strongly supported”
the GLOBE hypothesis concerning Charismatic/Value Based Leadership (House,
Hanges, et al, p. 679). Those attributes associated with Charismatic 3: Self-Sacrifice
were not universally endorsed and those did not support the GLOBE hypothesis.
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I likewise explored the endorsement of Charismatic/Value Based Leadership in
this research. My hypotheses, very similar to the one from GLOBE, proposed that
Charismatic leadership would be universally endorsed among the participants in the
culturally endorsed schools. Just as the GLOBE researchers cited research indicating this
form of leadership has a universal appeal to business leaders, there is similar research
which suggests Charismatic Leadership has universal appeal in the educational setting as
well. This is especially true when you look at Charismatic and Transformational
Leadership together. Although most researchers agree there are distinct differences
between the two types of leadership, there are others who treat them as the same (Rowald
and Heinitz, 2007; Yukl, 1999). (Rowald and Heinitz, 2007) discuss these similarities
and differences and note that in the Transformational Leadership model created by Bass
(1985), Charisma was a factor of Transformational Leadership. In addition, Northouse
(2004) reported Lowe and Gardner’s (2001) analysis of articles from Leadership
Quarterly found “one third of the research was about transformational/charismatic
leadership” (p. 169).
According to Rowold and Heinitz (2007), Charismatic/Transformational Leaders
are described as change agents who develop and articulate a vision, relate to and with
their followers, and are able to “get results beyond expectations” (p. 122). Because of the
demands from our society to improve student achievement and the amount of research
that has been conducted on Charismatic/Transformational Leadership, I expected the
attributes from the CLT Charismatic Leadership to be universally endorsed by the
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educators in my study just as the business leaders had endorsed them in the GLOBE
study.
An analysis of the pilot study found that many of the variables related to
Charismatic Leadership construct had little or no variance. By examining the mean of
each variable and the percentage of participants who scored it six or higher (contributing
to effective leadership), 20 of the 31 variables from the original GLOBE survey that were
associated with Charismatic Leadership were universally endorsed or culturally assumed
as contributing to effective leadership by the participants in the pilot study.
The primary leadership dimension, Charismatic 1: Visionary, had nine variables,
seven of which were found to be universally endorsed in the pilot data. Such strong
emphasis on this leadership dimension may be attributable to the strong emphasis placed
on it by accreditation programs such as AdvancED (formerly SACS) and National
Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC). This is also a factor in
many administrative evaluation measures such as the Program for Assisting, Developing,
and Evaluating Principal Performance (PADEPP).
The remaining two variables associated with Charismatic 1: Visionary,
anticipatory (mean-6.3441 and percentage-90.3) and able to anticipate (mean-6.6022 and
percentage-92.6) had very high mean scores and percentage of participants scoring it 6 or
higher. These variables refer to the leaders’ ability to anticipate future needs and events.
Hallinger (2003) states transformational leaders “focus on developing a shared vision and
shared commitment to school change” (pp.330-331). The attributes anticipatory and able
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to anticipate would be essential to a transformational leader for effectively creating,
preparing and successfully implementing a vision within our schools.
The primary leadership dimension, Charismatic 2: Inspirational, had eight
variables, six of which were universally endorsed as contributing to effective leadership
by the participants in the pilot study. The remaining two variables in this dimension,
motive arouser (mean-6.5543 and percentage endorsed-93.5) and motivational (mean6.5269 and percentage endorsed-92.5) also had very high mean scores and percentage of
participants scoring it 6 or higher. The variables associated with the Charismatic:
Inspirational dimension (enthusiastic, positive, encouraging, morale booster, confidence
builder, motive arouser, motivational, and dynamic) are all very similar to the
Inspirational Motivational factor associated with Transformational Leadership
(Northouse, 2004). Transformational leaders work to create second order change, which
means they create the conditions” that will “increase the capacity” of others in their
organization (Hallinger, 2003, p. 338). In other words, they inspire others to want to do
things differently and better. The attributes associated with Charismatic Inspirational
leadership would be essential for leaders trying to help others to accept and support the
vision or plan of action for the organization. Transformational Leadership is one that has
been researched extensively over the past years and is cited by some researchers as a
viable means for improving student achievement. The high scores attributed to these
variables by educators and business leaders indicate these skills are universally perceived
as important for effective leaders.
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The third primary leadership dimension, Charismatic 3: Self-Sacrificial, contained
three variables: risk taker, self-sacrificial, and convincing. None of these variables had
mean scores higher than six or high percentages of participants scoring them 6 or higher
and therefore were not listed as universally endorsed. Self-sacrificial and convincing had
more than half of the participants (51.4% and 68%) scoring each variable 6-contributes
somewhat or 7-contributes greatly; however, the variable risk taker had 54% of the
participants scoring it a 3- slightly inhibits or less. These results are similar to those
reported in the GLOBE study in that these same three variables were not universally
endorsed. The GLOBE researchers noted the results from this dimension failed to
support the hypothesis that Charismatic leadership would be universally endorsed.
The results from the pilot study indicated attributes associated with the primary
leadership dimensions Charismatic 1: Visionary and Charismatic 2: Inspirational were
universally endorsed as contributing to effective leadership by the educators in my study.
These results mirrored those reported in the overall GLOBE study conducted with
business leaders. Overall, 17 of the 20 variables attributed with Charismatic Leadership
were endorsed as contributing to effective leadership in the GLOBE study and in the pilot
study in my research. Given the research completed on transformational/charismatic
leadership in education and business arenas and the universal appeal of these type of
leaders for obtaining results, these findings were in line with what I had anticipated.
These findings also support the results obtained from the GLOBE study and suggest the
perceptions of effective leadership may not be totally different between educators and
business leaders
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Exploratory Factor Analysis
The Exploratory Factor Analysis identified correlational commonalities among
variables; the results were the creation of five factors used to test Hypothesis 1. This
hypothesis was:
H1:

The perception of leadership profiles deemed as contributing to or
inhibiting effective leadership will be contingent upon the
organizational/ethnic culture of the school.

Although a four-factor solution and five-factor solution were explored, the fivefactor solution was clearly the best solution as argued in Chapter 4. This was determined
from the scree plot, communalities and a review of the structure and pattern matrices. In
addition, the five factor solution had cleaner loadings of variables on each factor, i.e.
most of the variables clearly loaded on only one factor, and the factors made good
conceptual sense when closely examined. The factors from this solution were labeled
and defined using the information gleaned from the clustering of the variables and the
definitions of each variable provided in the GLOBE surveys.

Five-Factor Model
The first thing revealed by the exploratory factor analysis is that the education
respondents perceived somewhat different groupings of items than did the business
respondents in the GLOBE study. These groupings are as follows: Heroic Leader,
Authoritarian Leader, Effective, Steady Leader, Manager, Relationship Oriented Leader
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Factor 1, Heroic Leader, consisted of 17 variables. These variables portray a
person who is a self-motivated, enterprising person, capable of taking charge and getting
things done. This person is competitive and always looking for ways to improve, but
knows the people in his organization and understands how to help them work through
issues.
Factor 2 was labeled Authoritarian Leader and consisted of nine variables. An
analysis of the variables associated with this factor depicts a person who is dominating
and controlling. This type of leader is not concerned with personal relationships, but with
making sure everyone knows that he or she is in charge.
Factor 3 contained only five variables and was called Effective, Steady Leader.
This type of leader is one who is predictable and usually able to convince others to do
what needs to be done. This person would be someone who could be counted on to
maintain a controlled, effective workplace.
The term Manager summarized the variables in Factor 4. This factor had four
variables. The variables associated with this factor bring to mind the quote from Warren
Bennis and Bert Nanus (1985), “Managers do things right...” This type of leader knows
the rules/procedures and does exactly what is expected. This person understands the
hierarchical nature of the work force and acts accordingly.
Factor 5 called Relationship Oriented contains seven variables. This type of
leader has good people skills and accomplishes things by developing strong relationships
with those within the organization. This person is a caring, intuitive person, who is
willing to do whatever it takes for the good of the organization.
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The information from the Exploratory Factor Analysis provided the leadership
dimensions to which the school ethnicity groups could be compared. These five
leadership styles/behaviors : Heroic Leader; Authoritarian Leader; Effective, Steady
Leader; Manager; and Relationship oriented leader all have characteristics of and can be
related to the CLTs from the GLOBE study although they are not exact duplicates.
Factor 1, Heroic Leader seems somewhat consistent with Global CLT Charismatic/Value
Based Leadership. Both these leadership styles are reflective of a leader who is able to
gets things done by creating a strong relationship or bond with the followers within the
organization. According to Dufour, Eaker, and DuFour (2005), “…schools continue to
search for the charismatic, heroic leader who will single-handedly ride in to rescue a
…staff” (Barth, Dufour, et al, 2005, p. 23).
Factors 3: Effective, Steady Leader and Factor 4: Manager relate to Global CLT
Team-Oriented. These leadership styles both reflect people who are able to work with or
manage a team, but who are not normally associated with someone who will make
substantial changes in the way things are done. These leaders are good at following the
rules and accomplishing the task that are specified for them to complete within the
organization.
Factor 2: Authoritarian Leader fits with the Participative Global CLT because all
of the items in this CLT were reverse scored in the original GLOBE study. The
authoritarian leader is directive who keeps a clear distinction between leader and follower
and not really worried about the feelings of others. The Relationship Oriented Leader
from Factor 5, however, would be just the opposite and would mainly be focused on
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creating and nurturing a caring relationship with the followers. This factor is comparable
to the Humane-Oriented dimension from GLOBE.
The five factors from the exploratory factor analysis were similar to those
obtained in the GLOBE study. Furthermore, each of the five factors were descriptive of
some of the types of leaders in our schools as well as in our businesses today. The heroic
leader (“the savior”), the authoritarian leader (“the ruler”), the effective, steady leader
(“the dependable one”), the manager (“the supervisor”), and the relationship oriented
leader ( “the people person”) are all viable types of leaders. My task in this research was
to see if these types of leaders are viewed differently by different types of groups. These
five factors or leadership styles were used to conduct the MANOVA to gain information
about the perceptions of educators as to the effectiveness of each style of leadership
which allowed the testing of Hypothesis 1.

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)
A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used to test the hypotheses
concerning differences in leadership perceptions by school ethnicity. Specifically, this
statistical method was used to determine if the perceptions concerning effective leaders
varied between the different cultural school groups. This analysis was conducted using
the factors created from the exploratory factor analysis conducted earlier. The surveys
used to gather data for the exploratory factor analysis were modified versions of the
GLOBE Leadership Scales, which had previously been used solely with business
managers. This study was conducted to see if these modified versions of the GLOBE
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surveys would provide useful information if used in the educational arena within a single
regional culture (Southeastern US). My goal was to have participants who represented the
cultural clusters from the GLOBE study. The participants in my study represented the
Anglo Cultural cluster and Confucian Asia cluster. However, the Confucian Asian
participants are all living in South Carolina at the present time. The results obtained in
this study indicate the GLOBE Leadership surveys provided useful information
concerning the perceptions of effective/ineffective leadership.
The results of the MANOVA indicate that Factor 2- Authoritarian and Factor 4Manager reveal significant differences between the ethnic groups’ perceptions of their
effectiveness. There was a significant difference between the views of the educators in
the Asian school concerning Factor 2- Authoritarian Leadership when compared to those
of the other three cultural groups (African American, White, and Hispanic) with the
Asian educators scoring this form of leadership more highly that the other groups. This
may be attributable to differing views concerning authoritarian type leaders in the Asian
cultures. Factor 4-Manager revealed significant differences between the African
American, White, and Hispanic groups when compared to the Asian group with the three
groups scoring this type of leadership higher than the Asian group.
Although the Multivariate Tests indicated significant results for all of the groups,
I was unable to find the differences for the Factors’ heroic leadership and effective,
steady leadership in the subsequent tests. However, the observed power for these two
factors were less than .80 with levels of .434 and .436. Garson (2009) notes “a rule of
thumb” for the power level is that it should be “equal or greater than .80 to accept with
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confidence that the chance of Type II error is low enough for a finding of nonsignificance by the F test (that is, to be confident that the relationship does not exist” (p.
9). Because the power levels for the factors heroic leadership and effective, steady
leadership are low, there is a chance a Type II error could exist, therefore, I can reject the
null hypothesis but cannot conclude definitively that no relationship exists for those two
variables. Additional analysis may need to be conducted to determine where the
differences occur.

Conclusion
This study began with the examination of research from the GLOBE project and
the desire to determine if some of this research might be pertinent for educators. The
research questions proposed in Chapter 1 were:
1. Is there a relationship between organizational culture, as determined by the
dominant ethnicity of students, and perceptions of what constitutes effective
leadership?
2. Do the behaviors perceived as contributing to or inhibiting effective
leadership vary in culturally diverse schools?
A theoretical model was created (see Figure 5.1) in Chapter 2 to depict the
proposed relationship between the perceptions of effective leadership, Culturally
Endorsed Leadership Dimensions (CLTs) from GLOBE, organizational (school) culture,
and Implicit Leadership Theory or peoples’ mental models of what characterizes an
effective leader. This model was based on the premise that followers’ perceptions of
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effective leader (Implicit Leadership Theory) and organizational culture determine the
CLTs (leadership behaviors/attributes) endorsed as contributing to or inhibiting effective
leadership.

Culturally Endorsed
Leadership Dimensions

Leadership

Implicit Leadership
Theory (ILT)

Culture

Figure 5.1: Theoretical Model of Leadership
To study the relationship as outlined in the model, the GLOBE Leadership Scales
were administered in culturally diverse schools to determine if educators perceived the
attributes/behaviors in this survey as contributing to or inhibiting effective leadership.
The resulting data indicated relationships were found between culturally diverse schools
and their perceptions of effective leadership.


All of the groups endorsed the characteristics of Charismatic 1: Visionary and
Charismatic 2: Inspirational Leadership dimensions as contributing to
effective leadership.
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Perceptual differences were found between several of the groups concerning
two of the leadership styles formed from the data created by the factor
analysis: Authoritarian Leader and Manager.

Dimmock and Walker (2000) reminds us that “culture is the context in which
school occurs” (p.21) and has a considerable impact on leaders. After considering the
information reported in the chapters in this research, the model from Chapter 2 has been
modified (see Figure 5.2) to reflect a slight change in my perception concerning the
impact of organizational/school culture, implicit leadership theory, and leadership
behaviors/attributes on effective leadership. The results from this study indicated
culturally diverse groups may have different perceptions concerning what is considered
as an effective leader. For this reason, I am proposing school culture may have a greater
impact on school leadership than I had originally thought. In my revised model, I am
proposing an understanding of organizational/school culture is essential to effective
leadership as it is where leaders work and has implications for the type of leader who
may be successful in such a school. For effective leadership to occur, there are certain
attributes or behaviors that the leaders should possess, which are endorsed by those
within the context of that organization and that are perceived appropriate. Although there
are certain characteristics that are perceived by many as contributing to or inhibiting
effective leadership, the perception of other attributes behaviors are contingent upon the
organizational culture of the school and the mental models of those within it. This
information is critical for school leaders who are challenged to meet the needs and
expectations of an increasing diverse school population and with meeting the
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requirements mandated by state and federal legislation. This information is also essential
for those assigned to select leaders for schools as well as for those leaders given the task
of transforming schools.
Schein (2004) concludes, “Cultural understanding is desirable for all of us, but it
is essential to leaders if they are to lead (p. 23). This researcher concludes a thorough
understanding of school culture is essential to effective school leadership because it
influences the mental models of those within the organization concerning what makes an
effective leader and the leadership behaviors/styles that are effective within it.

Culturally Endorsed
Leadership Dimensions

Effective School
Leadership

Organizational/School
Culture

Implicit Leadership Theory
(ILT)

Figure 5.2: Theoretical model of Organizational Culture and Leadership

Implications for Practice
Effective leadership has been cited as essential for improving student success and
“critical to school reform” (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004, p.3). In
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the book, Selecting School Leaders: Guidelines for Making Tough Decisions, Holland
(2006) discusses how understanding organizational culture impact leader success.
Holland (2006) states a leader’s success is contingent upon two factors, one of which is
“the ability to adopt their leadership to different and/or changing situational contexts” (p.
65).
Determining the type of leader who can successfully lead a school is a difficult task
at best. In his discussion of tips for selecting leaders, Holland (2006) notes the
importance of analyzing “the leadership needs of the organization” (p.77) and matching
those with data obtained about the new leader. “The greater the match, the more it
becomes a win-win situation for both the school leader and the school district” (Holland,
2006, p.77). Understanding how culture impacts what is determined as essential
skills/characteristics of effective leaders in various organizations is essential for this
match to occur. This study was designed to provide additional information concerning
the perceptions of effective leadership in schools by determining if perceptions
concerning the attributes of effective leaders varied among culturally diverse schools and
there were some differences detected. The results of my research indicate differences in
perceptions of effective leadership exist in culturally diverse schools. This information
could be helpful in the leadership selection process.
Another purpose of this study was to determine if the results obtained in the
GLOBE study concerning Charismatic Leadership would be similar in the educational
arena and they were. The findings indicated the attributes deemed as universally
contributing to effective leadership by educators mirrored those given the same label by
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the business leaders. A review of the terms listed within the Charismatic:Visionary
dimension and Charismatic: Inspirational dimension were very similar to the attributes
listed in Transformational Leadership. Transformational Leadership has been explored
for the past 20 years as a possible solution for improving school performances (Hallinger,
2005, Rowold & Heinitz, 2007).With the increasing pressures being placed on schools
and administrators by state and federal regulations to improve student achievement, a
charismatic/transformational leader who could help schools be successful would seem to
be attractive to many. The high scores associated with the Charismatic leadership
dimensions indicate this style of leadership may be one that would be supported by
educators within the schools within my study.
Lastly, and most importantly, this study sought to determine if the GLOBE
leadership scales would yield significant results if used with educators and I feel it did.
This conclusion is supported by the following facts:
1.

The results concerning the charismatic leadership attributes were similar
in both the educational and business arena.

2.

Differences were detected between the culturally diverse school groups for
three of the 5 leadership styles that were identified from the data obtained
in the research just as the study from GLOBE found differences between
groups (although they were not the exact same differences)

3.

The GLOBE leadership scales results yielded information that was
supported by current educational research.
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The GLOBE researchers suggested “that knowledge of culturally endorsed
implicit leadership profiles of the 10 culture clusters” that were studied “should be useful
for selecting, counseling, and training individuals who work intercultural environments
(House, Hanges, et al, 2004, p. 712). The information obtained from my study indicate
the data obtained from the GLOBE leadership scales may provide additional information
that may also be useful for the selection, counseling, and training of educational leaders.
For these reasons, I feel the information obtained from this study adds to the body of
knowledge concerning effective leadership.

Recommendations for Future Research
1. The surveys created in the study were used for the first time in an educational
setting. Additional studies should be conducted to see if similar results are
obtained and to support the validity and reliability of the instruments.
2. This study should be replicated with the added factor of student achievement
as an independent factor or covariate. This would allow the researcher to
determine if there is a connection between effective schools and the type of
leadership perceived as contributing to this success.
3. This study should be expanded by adding the GLOBE Organizational Culture
Values and Practices items to the Leadership Scales. The Organizational
Culture Values and Practices items are designed to provide the participants
perceptions of how things are and how they should be in relation to the norms,
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values, and practices of the organization. This would provide additional
information that could be related to leadership effectiveness.

Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between perceptions of
effective leadership in culturally different schools by expanding on a small portion of the
research conducted by the GLOBE project. Although this research was conducted on a
small scale, the results indicate the GLOBE Leadership scales may provide another
avenue for collecting data that could be used to further study the relationship between
culture and leadership.
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Appendix A: IRB Information

Information Concerning Participation in a Research Study
Clemson University
Leadership and School Culture: A Study of Perceptions Concerning Effective
Leadership
Description of the research and your participation
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Dr. Russ Marion and
Ms. Pearly Milton. The research project, Leadership and School Culture: A Study of
Perceptions Concerning Effective Leaders, is an extension of a cross-cultural project
conducted within 62 countries by the GLOBE Foundation. The GLOBE Foundation’s
research is a multi-phase research project focused on studying the impact of societal and
organizational cultural perceptions on leadership in the business arena. The research
conducted by Dr. Marion and Ms. Milton will provide an opportunity to learn more about
the relationship between school culture and educators’ perceptions concerning effective
leadership as defined by the leader behaviors/attributes identified from the GLOBE
research. Using information obtained from the GLOBE Leadership Scales surveys, an
analysis will be conducted to identify “culturally contingent” leadership
behaviors/attributes as they relate to organizational and ethnic culture within schools.
Your participation will consist of sharing your opinions concerning
effective/ineffective leadership behaviors/attributes by completing a questionnaire. This
should require approximately 10 minutes of your time.
Risks and discomforts
There are no known risks associated with this research. All data collected will be used
for research purposes only and will be strictly confidential. Participants will not be asked
to evaluate their principal or any other administrator but to provide information based on
their perceptions of leadership in general. The information that is obtained will not be
used to evaluate individuals. Individual responses will not be reported except as a part of
a group within the study.
Potential benefits
This research may help us better understand the importance of culture as it relates to
leadership effectiveness. This knowledge could be useful in the preparation or
assignment of leaders within our school system. Your participation in this research will
make this contribution possible.
Protection of confidentiality
We will do everything we can to protect your privacy. Your identity will not be
revealed in any publication that might result from this study. Your school and district
will remain anonymous, students will not be involved in the study, and results will not be
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used to compare staff across schools. No identifying information such as a name should
be placed on the surveys.
Voluntary participation
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. You may choose not to
participate and you may withdraw your consent to participate at any time. You will not
be penalized in any way should you decide not to participate or to withdraw from this
study.
Contact information
If you have any questions or concerns about this study or if any problems arise, please
contact Dr. Russ Marion at Clemson University at 864.656.5105. If you have any
questions or concerns about your rights as a research participant, please contact the
Clemson University Institutional Review Board at 864.656.6460.
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IRB Approval Information Letter
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Appendix B: Revised GLOBE Leadership Survey

Leadership Behavior Scales Survey
The GLOBE Research Survey

Survey Conducted by:

Clemson University

This survey is adapted from the GLOBE Research Survey by the GLOBE foundation
(2006).
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Introduction
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this research project. The purpose of this
research is to learn about perceptions of leadership. The survey you are asked to
complete will take about 10 minutes of your time.
The resulting information will be useful for educators as they continue to learn more
about the relationship between culture and leadership. This information may also be
useful in classroom instruction at the university level.
In the following pages, you are asked to choose answers that reflect your observations,
beliefs, values and perceptions concerning the behaviors or characteristics of effective
leadership. This is not a test, and there are no right or wrong answers. We are mainly
interested in learning about how educators in various organizational cultures perceive
leadership. We are not asking you to evaluate your leader or any leaders within your
district. We are asking you to share your perceptions concerning leadership in general.
No individual respondent will be identified to any other person or in any written form.
Further, the name of your school will not be publicly released.
Thank you again for participating in this project.

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
Please mark the category below that best indicates your current job title:
□ Principal
□ Assistant principal
□ Instructional/Curriculum
Specialist
□ Teacher
□ Literacy/Instructional Coach
□ Other
Please indicate the type of school in which you are presently employed:
□ Primary School
□ Elementary School
□ Middle School
□ High School
How many years of experience do you have in education? ____________
How many years have you been employed in your current school? _____
What is your gender?
□ Male
□ Female
What is your race/ethnicity?
□ Caucasian □ African American
□ Asian □ Hispanic
□ Other (Please specify) ____________________
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□ Native American

Leadership Behaviors
INSTRUCTIONS:
You are probably aware of people in your organization who are exceptionally skilled at
motivating, influencing, or enabling you, others, or groups to contribute to the success of the
organization. In this country, we might call such people “outstanding leaders.”
On the following pages are several behaviors and characteristics that can be used to describe
leaders. Each behavior or characteristic is accompanied by a short definition to clarify its
meaning. Please rate each of the behaviors and characteristics by placing an “x” in the answer
box below the answer that best describes how important that behavior or characteristic is for an
outstanding leader.

SCALE
1 = This behavior or characteristic greatly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
2 = This behavior or characteristic somewhat inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
3 = This behavior or characteristic slightly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
4 = This behavior or characteristic has no impact on whether a person is an outstanding leader.
5 = This behavior or characteristic contributes slightly to a person being an outstanding leader.
6 = This behavior or characteristic contributes somewhat to a person being an outstanding leader.
7 = This behavior or characteristic contributes greatly to a person being an outstanding leader

To what extent do the behaviors or characteristics listed below contribute to or inhibit the effectiveness of leaders?
Behavior or Characteristic

Definition

1. Evasive

Refrains from making negative
comments to maintain good
relationships and save face
Intervenes to solve conflicts between
individuals
Tells subordinates what to do in a
commanding way
Tries to exceed the performance of
others in his or her group

2. Mediator
3. Bossy
4. Intra-group
Competitor

1

6. Independent

Acts independently, does not rely on
others
Does not rely on others; self-governing

7. Tender

Easily hurt or offended

8. Improvementoriented

Seeks continuous performance
improvement

9. Anticipatory

Anticipates, attempts to forecast events,
considers what will happen in the future
Willing to invest major resources in
endeavors that do not have a high
probability of being successful
Interested in temporal events, has a
world outlook

5. Autonomous

10. Risk taker

11. Worldly
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Leadership Behaviors
SCALE
1 = This behavior or characteristic greatly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
2 = This behavior or characteristic somewhat inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
3 = This behavior or characteristic slightly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
4 = This behavior or characteristic has no impact on whether a person is an outstanding leader.
5 = This behavior or characteristic contributes slightly to a person being an outstanding leader.
6 = This behavior or characteristic contributes somewhat to a person being an outstanding leader.
7 = This behavior or characteristic contributes greatly to a person being an outstanding leader

To what extent do the behaviors or characteristics listed below contribute to or inhibit the effectiveness of leaders?
Behavior or
Characteristic

Definition

12. Intra-group
Conflict avoider
13. Self-interested

Avoids disputes with members of his or her group

14. Calm
15. Provocateur
16. Loyal

Not easily distressed
Stimulates unrest
Stays with and supports friends even when they
have substantial problems or difficulties
An unusual person, has characteristics of behaviors
that are different from most others
Presumptuous or overbearing
Is organized and methodical in work
Makes decisions in dictatorial way
Tends to conceal information from others
Avoids people or groups, prefers own company
Tends to be a good friend of subordinates
Willing to give time, money, resources and help to
others
Acts in accordance with rules, convention and
ceremonies
Does not boast, presents self in a humble manner
Makes decisions firmly and quickly
Consults with others before making plans or taking
action
Works and acts separately from others
Avoids taking risks, dislikes risk
Has empathy for others, inclined to be helpful or
show mercy
Suppressed, quiet, tame
Subtle, does not communicate explicitly,
communicates by metaphor, allegory, or example

17. Unique
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

Arrogant
Orderly
Autocratic
Secretive
Asocial
Fraternal
Generous

25. Formal
26. Modest
27. Decisive
28. Consultative
29. Loner
30. Risk-averse
31.
Compassionate
32. Subdued
33. Non-explicit

1

Pursues own best interests
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Leadership Behaviors
SCALE
1 = This behavior or characteristic greatly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
2 = This behavior or characteristic somewhat inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
3 = This behavior or characteristic slightly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
4 = This behavior or characteristic has no impact on whether a person is an outstanding leader.
5 = This behavior or characteristic contributes slightly to a person being an outstanding leader.
6 = This behavior or characteristic contributes somewhat to a person being an outstanding leader.
7 = This behavior or characteristic contributes greatly to a person being an outstanding leader

To what extent do the behaviors or characteristics listed below contribute to or inhibit the effectiveness of leaders?
Behavior or
Characteristic

Definition

34. Distant

Aloof, stands off from others, difficult to
become friends with
Proceeds/performs with great care and
does not take risks
Is able to negotiate effectively, able to
make transactions with others on favorable
terms
Conceited, convinced of own abilities
Unwilling to work jointly with others
Aware of others’ socially accepted status
Behaves according to the norms of his or
her group
Concerned with and places high value on
preserving individual rather than group
needs
Believes that all individuals are not equal
and only some should have equal rights
and privileges
Has extra insight
Does not go straight to the point, uses
metaphors and examples to communicate
Given to a constant, regular routine
Presents self in a modest way
Able to successfully anticipate future
needs
Mobilizes and activates followers
Aware of slight changes in others’ moods;
restricts discussion to prevent
embarrassment
Unusually able to persuade others of
his/her viewpoint
Follows established rules and guideline
Is conscious of class and status boundaries
and acts accordingly

35. Cautious
36. Effective
bargainer
37.
38.
39.
40.

Egotistical
Non cooperative
Status-conscious
Normative

41. Individually
oriented
42. Non-egalitarian

43. Intuitive
44. Indirect
45. Habitual
46. Self-effacing
47. Able to
anticipate
48. Motive arouser
49. Sensitive

50. Convincing
51. Procedural
52. Class-conscious

1
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Leadership Behaviors
SCALE
1 = This behavior or characteristic greatly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
2 = This behavior or characteristic somewhat inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
3 = This behavior or characteristic slightly inhibits a person from being an outstanding leader.
4 = This behavior or characteristic has no impact on whether a person is an outstanding leader.
5 = This behavior or characteristic contributes slightly to a person being an outstanding leader.
6 = This behavior or characteristic contributes somewhat to a person being an outstanding leader.
7 = This behavior or characteristic contributes greatly to a person being an outstanding leader

To what extent do the behaviors or characteristics listed below contribute to or inhibit the effectiveness of leaders?
Behavior or
Characteristic

Definition

1

53. Nonparticipative

Does not participate with others

54.
Self-sacrificial

Foregoes self-interests and makes personal
sacrifices in the interest of a goal or vision

55. Patient

Has and shows patience

56. Domineering
Inclined to dominate others
57. Intra-group
face-saver

Ensures that other group members are not
embarrassed or shamed

58. Coordinator
59. Motivational

65. Good
administrator
66. Dictatorial

Integrates and manages work of subordinates
Stimulates others to put forth efforts above and
beyond the call of duty and make personal
sacrifices
An extremely close supervisor, one who insists on
making all decisions
Unwilling or unable to relinquish
control of projects or tasks
Avoids saying no to another when requested to do
something, even when it cannot be done
Strong-willed, determined, resolute, persistent
Is in charge and does not tolerate disagreement or
questioning; gives orders
Has ability to manage complex office work and
administrative systems
Forces her/his values and opinions on others

67. Individualistic
68. Ritualistic

Behaves in a different manner than peers
Uses a prescribed order to carry out procedures

60. Micromanager
61. Nondelegator
62. Avoids
negatives
63. Willful
64. Ruler
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Appendix C: GLOBE Leadership Scale Variables
Table C1: Globe Leadership Scale - 112 variables
Evasive

Mediator

Bossy

Intra-group
competitor

Autonomous

Independent

Tender

Improvement
-oriented

Anticipatory

Risk taker

Worldly

Intra-group
conflict
avoider

Selfinterested

Calm

Provocateur

Loyal

Unique

Arrogant

Orderly

Autocratic

Secretive

Asocial

Fraternal

Generous

Formal

Modest

Decisive

Consultative

Loner

Risk-averse

Compassionate

Subdued

Non-explicit

Distant

Cautious

Effective
bargainer

Egotistical

Non cooperative

Statusconscious

Normative

Individually
oriented

Non-egalitarian

Intuitive

Indirect

Habitual

Self-effacing

Able to
anticipate

Motive
arouser

Sensitive

Convincing

Procedural

Class-conscious

Nonparticipative

Selfsacrificial

Patient

Domineering

Intra-group
face-saver

Coordinator

Motivational

Micromanager

Nondelegator

Avoids
negatives

Willful

Ruler

Good
administrator

Dictatorial

Individualistic

ritualistic

Diplomatic

Positive

Inspirational

Sincere

Trustworthy

Administrativel
y skilled

Just

Problem
solver

Clear

Integrator

Collaborative

Encouraging

Morale booster

Prepared

Intelligent

Enthusiastic

Intellectually
stimulating

Organized

Informed

Logical

Foresight

Plans ahead

Communicative

Excellence

Confidence
builder

Group oriented

Honest

Dynamic

Team builder

Performance

Ambitious

Visionary

Future-oriented

Dependable

Ruthless

Tyrannical

Irritable

Vindictive

Egocentric

Cunning

Elitist

Cynical

Dishonest

hostile
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Appendix D: Frequencies from Pilot Study
Table D1: Frequencies from Pilot Study: Attributes Universally Contributing to Effective
Leadership
1.
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34

Item #

Attribute

Mean
Score

% Scoring
6 or 7

2-1
2-5
2-12
2-15
2-16
2-19
2-20
2-21
2-22
2-25
2-30
2-31
2-32
2-35
2-43
2-48
2-56
4.2
4-4

Diplomatic
Positive
Inspirational
Sincere
Trustworthy
Administratively skilled
Just
Problem solver
Clear
Integrator
Collaborative
Encouraging
Morale booster
Prepared
Intelligent
Enthusiastic
Intellectually stimulating
Organized
Informed
Logical
Foresight
Plans ahead
Communicative
Excellence
Confidence builder
Group oriented
Honest
Dynamic
Team-builder
Performance
Ambitious
Visionary
Future-oriented
Dependable

6.88
6.80
6.93
6.88
6.94
6.77
6.88
6.69
6.84
6.58
6.84
6.90
6.84
6.82
6.78
6.69
6.67
6.63
6.92
6.72
6.60
6.86
6.80
6.90
6.95
6.81
6.87
6.81
6.84
6.87
6.91
6.80
6.58
6.95

98.9
96.7
100
99
98.9
96.8
98.9
95.7
97.9
95.6
98.9
98.9
98.9
98.9
100
95.7
95.6
96.8
98.9
96.8
97.8
100
97.9
100
100
100
99
98.9
100
100
100
100
97.8
100

4-10
4-11
4-23
4-24
4-26
4-27
4-32
4-35
4-38
4-40
4-41
4-46
4-51
4-53
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Table D2: Attributes Inhibiting Effective Leadership
Mean
% Scoring
Item # Attribute
Score
6 or 7
1
2-9
Ruthless
1.20
97.8
2
2-24
Tyrannical
1.16
96.8
3
2-46
Irritable
1.35
95.7
4
2-50
Vindictive
1.14
96.9
5
2-53
Egocentric
1.26
96.8
6
4-3
Cunning
1.22
97,4
7
4-37
Elitist
1,12
99.0
8
4-39
Cynical
1,18
96.8
9
4-49
Dishonest
1,10
97.8
10
4-50
Hostile
1.07
98.9
Table D3: Items removed because of low individual KMOs
Item #
23
26
27
28
30
31
32
33
35
36
37
38
39
40
42
44
45
46
48
49
53
54
59
61
63

Variable
Fraternal
Modest
Decisive
Consultative
Risk averse
Compassionate
Subdued
Non-explicit
Cautious
Effective bargainer
Egotistical
Non cooperative
Status conscious
Normative
Non-egalitarian
Indirect
Habitual
Self effacing
Motive arouser
Sensitive
Non-participative
Self sacrificial
Motivational
Non delegator
Willful

KMO
.477
.453
.438
.268
.220
.282
.445
.446
.379
.465
.450
.155
.442
.216
.355
.171
.453
.380
.337
.376
.474
.310
.272
.291
.225
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Appendix E: Results from Research
Table E1: Descriptive Statistics
heroic leadership

school ethnicity

Mean

African American

.3612612

2.32193742

31

White

-.0850953

.21821306

108

Asian

.0076848

.27228716

7

-.0711241

.24952679

29

.0000000

1.00000000

175

African American

-.0927776

1.11604874

31

White

-.0104190

.88706851

108

Asian

1.0575481

1.52123647

7

Hispanic

-.1172924

1.03586440

29

Total

.0000000

1.00000000

175

African American

.3635710

2.34544467

31

White

-.0823714

.13065985

108

Asian

-.0945641

.17058715

7

Hispanic

-.0590566

.26532672

29

Total

.0000000

1.00000000

175

African American

.5677852

1.20609463

31

White

.0365630

.87315483

108

Asian

-1.5454537

.51173196

7

-.3700678

.76493272

29

.0000000

1.00000000

175

-.1858370

1.37047804

31

Hispanic
Total
authoritarian leadership

effective,steady leadership

manager

Hispanic
Total

Std. Deviation

N

Relationship oriented

African American

leadership

White

.1284362

.68687034

108

Asian

-.9214252

1.50057177

7

Hispanic

-.0572478

1.26450753

29

.0000000

1.00000000

175

Total
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Table E2: Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices
Box's M

999.640

F

18.493

df1

45

df2

1746.531

Sig.

.000

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices
of the dependent variables are equal across groups.

Design: Intercept + scheth

Table E3: Multivariate Tests Matrix
Effect

Hypothesis
Value

Intercept Pillai's Trace
Wilks' Lambda
Hotelling's Trace

scheth

df

F

Noncent.

Observed
Powerb

Error df

Sig.

Parameter

.081

2.950a

5.000 167.000

.014

14.752

.847

.919

a

5.000 167.000

.014

14.752

.847

a

5.000 167.000

.014

14.752

.847

a

5.000 167.000

.014

14.752

.847

.088

2.950
2.950

Roy's Largest Root

.088

Pillai's Trace

.295

3.689

15.000 507.000

.000

55.336

1.000

Wilks' Lambda

.724

3.815

15.000 461.415

.000

52.403

1.000

Hotelling's Trace

.354

3.914

15.000 497.000

.000

58.713

1.000

.258

c

5.000 169.000

.000

43.562

1.000

Roy's Largest Root

2.950

8.712

a. Exact statistic
b. Computed using alpha = .05
c. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.

Design: Intercept + scheth
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Table E4: Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances
F

df1

df2

Sig.

heroic leadership

5.099

3

171

.002

authoritarian leadership

1.164

3

171

.325

effective,steady leadership

6.077

3

171

.001

manager

2.220

3

171

.088

Relationship oriented

5.273

3

171

.002

leadership
Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is
equal across groups.

Design: Intercept + scheth
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Table E5: Test of Between-Subjects Effects
Source

Dependent Variable

Type III Sum
of Squares

Corrected Model

Powerb

1.678

.174

5.033

.434

authoritarian leadership

8.506c

3

2.835

2.930

.035

8.789

.689

effective,steady leadership

4.994d

3

1.665

1.684

.172

5.053

.436

30.829e

3

10.276

12.274

.000

36.821

1.000

8.890f

3

2.963

3.069

.029

9.208

.711

.207

1

.207

.209

.648

.209

.074

3.201

1

3.201

3.308

.071

3.308

.440

.074

1

.074

.075

.784

.075

.059

manager

7.855

1

7.855

9.382

.003

9.382

.861

Relationship oriented leadership

4.905

1

4.905

5.080

.025

5.080

.611

heroic leadership

4.975

3

1.658

1.678

.174

5.033

.434

authoritarian leadership

8.506

3

2.835

2.930

.035

8.789

.689

effective,steady leadership

4.994

3

1.665

1.684

.172

5.053

.436

30.829

3

10.276

12.274

.000

36.821

1.000

8.890

3

2.963

3.069

.029

9.208

.711

heroic leadership

169.025

171

.988

authoritarian leadership

165.494

171

.968

effective,steady leadership

169.006

171

.988

manager

143.171

171

.837

Relationship oriented leadership

165.110

171

.966

heroic leadership

174.000

175

authoritarian leadership

174.000

175

effective,steady leadership

174.000

175

manager

174.000

175

Relationship oriented leadership

174.000

175

heroic leadership

174.000

174

authoritarian leadership

174.000

174

effective,steady leadership

174.000

174

manager

174.000

174

Relationship oriented leadership

174.000

174

heroic leadership

manager
Relationship oriented leadership

Corrected Total

Parameter

1.658

effective,steady leadership

Total

Sig.

3

authoritarian leadership

Error

F

4.975a

Relationship oriented leadership

scheth

Mean Square

Observed

heroic leadership

manager

Intercept

df

Noncent.

a. R Squared = .029 (Adjusted R Squared = .012)

d. R Squared = .029 (Adjusted R Squared = .012)

b. Computed using alpha = .05

e. R Squared = .177 (Adjusted R Squared = .163)

c. R Squared = .049 (Adjusted R Squared = .032)

f. R Squared = .051 (Adjusted R Squared = .034)
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